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Abstract
While numerous studies have documented the benefits of job crafting for employers and
employees, none examine High Reliability Organizations (HROs), such as the U.S. aerospace
industrial base, which have very different cultures from the service organizations typically
examined in the job-crafting literature. Employees job craft when they make changes in how
they perform or think about their work, thus tailoring jobs to meet personal needs and
preferences. This dissertation aimed to show how leaders in HROs might be able to increase
employee job crafting. Specifically, this study examined the impact of a leader’s efforts at
creating a fun work environment on the quality of the leader-subordinate relationship and on
employee job crafting. The dissertation draws on Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory to
evaluate the quality of dyadic relationships between employees and their supervisors, and on
the ebullient supervision literature to study leaders who create a fun work environment by
enabling activities and actions employees enjoy.
Hypotheses were developed and tested using a survey of professional employees from
multiple Department of Defense aerospace development-related organizations. PLS-SEM
analysis of data obtained from 124 employees showed that ebullient supervision predicted job
crafting better than LMX. LMX was not a significant mediator between ebullient supervision
and job crafting. Gender and age had no significant direct effects on task crafting, but younger
employees were found to relational craft more than older employees. Due to the unique riskadverse nature of this industry, with its dependency on established process and procedures,
ebullient supervision may increase job crafting more than LMX.
Keywords: Ebullient Supervision, Job Crafting, LMX, High Reliability Organizations,
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM)
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION
The United States (U.S.) aerospace technical industrial base is critical to the U.S.
economy and the country’s ability to protect and defend itself. These specialized public and
private firms operate as High Reliability Organizations (HROs) with unique cultures and
challenges because they must continually innovate and mistakes can be catastrophic (Casler,
2014; LaPorte & Consolini, 1991). HROs compulsively focus on improving the reliability of
their systems and preventing errors (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015). This requires a greater “deference
to expertise” than most firms, which enables leaders to adeptly identify and restrain unexpected
negative consequences (Burke et al., 2005). As a result of the unique culture of these
organizations, including the dependency on aerospace experts with knowledge and training likely
outside of a manager’s own expertise, the leadership skills and behaviors required of managers in
these organizations is different than in many other types of firms (Department of Defense [DoD],
2020). However, in spite of the importance of these organizations and their unique leadership
requirements, little empirical research exists to guide managers in evidence-based practices for
leading within them.
This dissertation research examines how U.S. aerospace HRO managers can affect
employee job crafting by improving employee perceptions of the leader’s fun supervision style
and relationship quality. After I present the characteristics of HRO theory and why it is
applicable to the U.S. aerospace technical industrial base, I will draw on job crafting theory to
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explain why HRO managers should seek to encourage job crafting among their employees. I will
then expound on the importance of the dyadic relationship between the leader and employee
through the lens of Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX). The research will suggest that
employees in high-quality LMX relationships job craft more in ways that benefit HROs.
Therefore, managers in HROs will want to understand how to increase both the quality of their
LMX relationships with subordinates and subordinates’ job crafting. I draw on the new ebullient
supervision literature to suggest that leaders who are perceived as encouraging “fun” in the
workplace will have better LMX relationships with subordinates and that employees of such
supervisors will engage in more job crafting. I also examine how employee age and gender affect
these relationships.
The potential benefits of job crafting for employee effectiveness are well demonstrated in
the literature (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Petrou et al., 2018; Rudolph et
al., 2017; Zhang & Parker, 2019). U.S. aerospace HRO managers can apply lessons gained from
this research to improve the job crafting behaviors of the employees they rely so heavily upon.
Managing High Reliability Organizations
What can leaders do to increase employees’ effectiveness when they may not possess the
same level of education, experience, skillsets, or job knowledge as their subordinates? I propose
that a leader should enable more employee job crafting. These are proactive, self-starting
behaviors based on how employees perceive their work environment, causing them to act in
accordance with their own preferences, values, and skills, thus crafting their job to fit their
personal needs (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Tims et al., 2012). Research demonstrates that
job crafting leads to higher job performance, job satisfaction, work engagement, and
commitment to the organization, among other benefits (Li, 2015; Petrou et al., 2012, 2018;
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Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Tims et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010). This dissertation suggests
that employee job crafting can be a useful tool that leaders should embrace and encourage,
especially in U.S. aerospace technical industrial base-related industries, and empirically
examines leader behaviors that may lead to higher levels of employee job crafting.
In highly technical industries like the U.S. aerospace industry, leaders are supervising
subject matter experts (SMEs) who specialize in fields outside of the manager’s area of
expertise. In aerospace defense industrial base firms across the U.S., it is common to find leaders
of major programs at the project, directorate, and executive levels managing astrophysicists,
rocket scientists, PhD-level engineers, and financial or legal experts with far more years of
experience than the manager in charge. These leaders may have diverse undergraduate and
graduate degrees, often in business or management rather than a technical or specialized field
like the rest of the team. In such situations, the leader must trust that the employee can be given
an area of responsibility or general task and use their own professional expertise to provide a
positive result for the organization. A leader has to rely on the employee’s own proactive
behaviors that ultimately shape the subordinate’s job.
Organizations that operate in complex, high-hazard domains for long periods of time
without serious accidents or catastrophic failures are known as High Reliability Organizations
(Roberts, 1989). In High Reliability Organizations (HROs), like the U.S. aerospace technical
industrial base, managers typically supervise highly specialized employees outside of their own
area of expertise (Burke et al., 2005). Risks are high and errors must be minimal or nonexistent
for the success of multibillion-dollar, sometimes one-of-a-kind projects, especially those critical
to national security (Casler, 2014; LaPorte & Consolini, 1991). A leader in this industry must
learn how to encourage employees to proactively acquire resources and cultivate a challenging
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work environment for themselves through job crafting to create positive outcomes for the
individual and the organization (Vogt et al., 2016).
This study fills gaps in the literature related to job crafting in HROs; specifically, U.S.
aerospace technical industrial base-related organizations. The results show how U.S. aerospace
HRO leaders might be able to facilitate job crafting in ways that could lead to higher job
performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and innovation, all while lowering
turnover intentions (Tims et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010) and improving work engagement
(Petrou et al., 2012; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017). Existing literature provides no targeted
empirical evidence concerning actions U.S. aerospace leaders can take to maximize employees’
positive job-crafting behaviors. The actions considered in this dissertation are ebullient
supervision, which creates a fun work environment, and maintaining high-quality LMX
relationships with subordinates. Potential impacts of age and gender on job crafting in these
industries are also considered. Therefore, this study contributes to, and expands the boundaries
of, existing knowledge on job crafting, HROs, LMX, and ebullient supervision.
Research Question
How do employees’ perceptions of their leader’s ebullient supervision and LMX
relationship quality affect their job-crafting behaviors in the U.S. aerospace technical
industrial base?
Introduction to Job Crafting
When an employer hears the term “job crafting,” it may conjure up images of
subordinates not willing to do work specifically as directed, or conversely, it can bring to mind
employees who take initiative and adjust as needed to be as efficient as possible in a given role.
Both cases are correct. Job crafting is defined as "the physical and cognitive changes individuals
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make in the task or relational boundaries of their work" (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179)
that influence which tasks get completed, how subordinates complete them, and interpersonal
dynamics of the workplace (Berg et al., 2008).
Research shows that job crafting has numerous benefits. Employees’ psychological wellbeing improves with job crafting, job performance and job satisfaction increase, employee
commitment and innovation expand, and turnover intentions are reduced (Tims et al., 2012; Tims
& Bakker, 2010), while work engagement improves (Petrou et al., 2012; Radstaak & Hennes,
2017). Studies find that job crafting also improves self-efficacy (Tresi & Mihelič, 2018) and
employees’ perceptions of their emotional attachment to the organization (Li, 2015).
Unfortunately, there is a negative aspect to job crafting if it is not managed appropriately.
“Avoidance job crafting” involves the changes an employee makes that serve “the purpose of
evading, reducing, or eliminating part of one’s work” (Bruning & Campion, 2018, pp. 501–502).
Sometimes this type of job crafting is associated with strain, burnout, and heavy workload
(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Rudolph et al., 2017) and may be in response to work
overload. Management must understand actions that affect employee job crafting so they can
provide the necessary resources, create appropriate environments, and minimize physiological
and psychological costs like exhaustion and burnout (Demerouti et al., 2015; Petrou et al., 2012;
Wang et al., 2020). Job demands have been described as “physical, social, or organizational
aspects of the job that require sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore associated
with certain physiological and psychological costs” (Demerouti et al., 2001, p. 501). Leaders
have an opportunity to take advantage of employees’ tendencies to job craft if they understand
what practical actions they can take to encourage subordinates to craft in ways that benefit the
organization.
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Since prior research established that job crafting has the potential to positively impact
individual and organizational performance (Berg et al., 2008), value exists in understanding the
most influential antecedents. While previous research has looked at various individual-difference
and contextual variables that predict job crafting behaviors, such as personal motivations, leader
actions, environmental factors, and industry types (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Rudolph et
al., 2017; Wang et al., 2020), this research has not been conducted in High Reliability
Organizations, which are heavily dependent on their highly educated and experienced expert
employees. Understanding what factors affect job crafting in such organizations can help leaders
maximize positive crafting behaviors of the employee, while retaining valuable and unique
human resources. The antecedents of job crafting examined in this study are LMX and ebullient
supervision. Age and gender were studied as well to better understand their influence in this
under-researched environment.
LMX and Job Crafting
One influence on job crafting is the relationship between the supervisor and employee
(Li, 2015; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Tresi & Mihelič, 2018). A field of research that examines
these relationships is Leader-Member Exchange (LMX), which measures the quality of the
dyadic relationship between leaders and subordinate “members” and the effects that relationship
has on individuals, their performance, and their organizations (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Recent
unpublished evidence suggests that members who perceived high-quality relationships with their
leaders engage in more job-crafting behaviors (Viancourt et al., 2020). Additional studies
supporting a positive relationship between high-quality LMX relationships and employee job
crafting are limited and have mostly been conducted outside of the United States, such as Asia,
Europe, and the Middle East, so the extent to which this relationship generalizes to U.S. workers
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needs further investigation (Babadağ, 2020; Berdicchia & Masino, 2017; Li, 2015; Radstaak &
Hennes, 2017; Tresi & Mihelič, 2018).
More research is needed to understand the relationship between LMX and job crafting in
western societies since national culture moderates the relationship between LMX and its
correlates (Rockstuhl et al., 2012). I could find no research on the relationship between LMX and
job crafting in HROs. LMX is a key mediator in many models predicting employee performance,
highlighting the role that leaders’ behavior and perceptions of leaders have on relationships
(Dulebohn et al., 2012). This suggests that leaders’ behaviors in HROs are likely to affect LMX
and, in turn, employee job crafting.
Ebullient Supervision
An ebullient supervisor is “one who through words and deeds helps create a work
environment that is considered by a subordinate as a fun place to work” (Ford et al., 2019).
Although the ebullient supervision stream of research is new, other research touts how the
benefits of a fun work environment increase employee enthusiasm and satisfaction, group
cohesion, organizational citizenship, mutual trust, and reduces complaints (Alexander et al.,
1989; Deal & Kennedy, 2008; Fluegge-Woolf, 2014; Hakim & Soetjipto, 2020). William Glasser
(1997, 1999) offers theoretical explanations for the importance of fun by showing how it
represents the highest-level need in his model of a needs hierarchy.
Ebullient supervision and job crafting. Ebullient supervisors display behaviors which
make employees’ work environments seem fun, such as using friendly greetings, making people
laugh, helping with routine tasks, smiling regularly, and praising individual wins (Ford et al.,
2019), which may affect job crafting behaviors. Fun work environments have benefits similar to
that of job crafting, like lowering employee turnover, increasing job satisfaction, improving
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organizational culture, and increasing employee organizational commitment (Petrou et al., 2012;
Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Tims et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wang et al., 2016). A
relationship between ebullient supervision and job crafting may thus exist since both lead to
similar benefits. Also, positive perceptions of leaders and fun environments make an employee
feel supported (Ford et al., 2003; Karl et al., 2008; Karl & Peluchette, 2006; Peluchette & Karl,
2005; Tews et al., 2013, 2014). Supportive environments stemming from an ebullient supervisor
may give a sense of greater autonomy from bureaucratic constraints, enhance the meaning of
work, encourage participation in decision making, and build confidence in high performance
(Ahearne et al., 2005; Arnold et al., 2000; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). These supportive work
environments are more likely to promote job crafting to the benefit of the organization
(Lazazzara et al., 2020). Therefore, I expect ebullient supervision to have a positive direct effect
on job crafting.
LMX Partially Mediating Ebullient Supervision and Job Crafting
An employee’s perceptions of the extent to which a leader creates a fun work
environment may affect the employee’s relationship with that leader, which would increase
employee perceptions of LMX quality, thus creating a main effect of ebullient supervision on
LMX quality. Perceptions of higher-level ebullient supervision may then lead to both higherquality LMX relationships and increased job crafting. Research suggests that there may be a
correlation between high-quality LMX and perceptions of fun at work since, together, they are
shown to bring down deviant workplace behavior while improving work engagement (Hakim &
Soetjipto, 2020). There may be a similar association between a leader who creates a fun work
environment, LMX relationships, and effects associated with that relationship, such as job
crafting. However, perceptions of leaders attempting to create fun have not been measured in
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studies researching LMX and fun work environments (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Hakim & Soetjipto,
2020; Nur Liyana, 2018; Trif & Fodor, 2019).
For leaders in HROs, creating a fun work environment, and thus improving subordinates’
perceptions of the quality of relationships with their leaders, may positively affect employee job
crafting. This may allow leaders and organizations to reap the previously demonstrated benefits
of job crafting such as higher job performance, job satisfaction, commitment, and innovation,
improving work engagement (Petrou et al., 2012; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017) self-efficacy (Tresi
& Mihelič, 2018) and emotional attachment to the organization (Li, 2015) while lowering
turnover intentions (Tims et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010). LMX has been shown to mediate
between a leader’s behaviors and employees’ behaviors to the benefit the organization (Byun et
al., 2017; Dulebohn et al., 2016; Ilies et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2016; Meyer et al., 2002; Organ
& Ryan, 1995; Rockstuhl et al., 2012; Schriesheim et al., 1999). Therefore, this study examines
the degree to which LMX quality partially mediates a relationship between ebullient supervision
and job crafting in HROs.
Demographics and Job Crafting
It is important to for HRO leaders to understand any gender or age differences that may
exist in employee job crafting or that might affect how leader behaviors impact job crafting.
Gender diversity improves organizational performance and workforce wellbeing (Campbell &
Mínguez-Vera, 2008; Gul et al., 2011). Retaining women in aerospace HRO positions is an
essential and challenging goal for companies wanting to maintain their competitive edge and
expand STEM employment (Beede et al., 2011; Kahn & Ginther, 2017). The science,
technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) workforce is crucial to the U.S. innovative
capacity and global competitive advantage, yet women are vastly underrepresented (Beede et al.,
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2011). Daly (2019) observed that gendered behaviors can predict job-crafting tendencies based
on existing stereotypes and gender norms, which can differ between organizations and cultural
contexts. Gender norms have been defined as consensual perceived attributes of men and women
that prescribe roles and behaviors (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Past research on the effects of gender
on job crafting has shown mixed results (Petrou et al., 2012; van Hooff & van Hooft, 2014).
Meta-analytic results show women job craft a tiny amount more than men across all studies
(Rudolph et al., 2017), but since gender norms vary among industries and cultures, such results
may not apply universally. Learning what variables affect job crafting among women HRO
aerospace professionals may be helpful to making these organizations more female-friendly.
Age-related differences in perceptions of ebullient supervision and how they impact
LMX and job crafting may also be important in the U.S. aerospace industrial base, where senior
personnel are retiring in greater numbers and being replaced with younger workers (CutcherGershenfeld et al., 2003; Freaner, 2015; Grimshaw et al., 2004; Peck, 2018; Vance-Sherman,
2014). Managers must effectively relate to employees of all ages who are working together in the
workplace. Ingusci (2018) notes that one must reconsider differences between younger and older
workers and develop new strategies to cope with change in order to reduce risk and failures
stemming from the widening gap in team-member ages and differing needs across generations.
Job crafting can be a useful way for various-aged employees to modify work attitudes and craft
their own jobs in order to increase their performance, well-being, as well as organizational
productivity (Ingusci, 2018). Past research finds some age-related differences in job crafting
behaviors; meta-analytic results show that younger workers engage in slightly less job crafting
overall than older workers (Rudolph et al., 2017). While employees of all ages are likely to job
craft, especially in the way they perform their task, to assert control over their jobs and to create
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a positive self-image, research suggests younger employees engage in multiple types of job
crafting as opposed to just task crafting (Baroudi & Khapova, 2017). Subtle differences between
age groups may change how a manager should interact with employees. Understanding the
effects an ebullient supervisor has on specific types of job crafting across ages, along with the
mediating effects of LMX, can help managers recognize how their behaviors might affect
subordinates of various ages.
Both gender and age are important for managers to consider, especially in advanced
science and technology industries which function differently than other organizations that are
more represented in job crafting research. As an older generation retires from STEM-related
HROs, additional research may help add evidence to the academic body of knowledge to help
recruit and retain a new generation of employees. In a human-resource-constrained environment,
every person matters to the organization. The industry cannot afford to alienate any
demographic. If additional research shows that women positively job craft more than men in
HROs, recruitment managers may be able to attract and retain more women by emphasizing
opportunities for prospective hires to tailor the work to their preferences and make the job their
own. Similarly, since the age-gap is widening within HROs, leaders must better understand the
effects of age on job crafting and its interaction with employee perceptions of their leaders.
These topics are explored in greater detail in the next chapter. Chapter 2 shows the
conceptual model and presents the study hypotheses. Chapter 3 describes the methodology used
to test the hypotheses in a sample of aerospace professional employees. Chapter 4 describes the
results, which supported some of the hypotheses, but not others. Chapter 5 discusses the results,
the limitations of the study, and areas for future research.
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter begins with a deeper review of what makes HROs and the U.S. aerospace
technical industrial base unique. Next, it discusses the value of studying job crafting, explains
multiple views of the job-crafting construct, and introduces the specific focus of this study, rolebased job crafting. Literature is reviewed to support the hypothesis that high-quality LMX is
related to more job crafting. A discussion of how fun environments have positive effects on
employees and organizations follows. A hypothesis is presented suggesting that when employees
perceive leaders as creating fun environments (ebullient supervision), they have higher-quality
LMX relationships with those leaders. The next section explains why employees are expected to
job craft more when they perceive that their leader creates a fun work environment. The role of
LMX as a mediator is well-documented in the literature, so LMX is expected to partially mediate
the relationship between perceptions of a leader’s efforts at creating a fun work environment and
job crafting. Therefore, positive perceptions of ebullient supervision are expected to result in
higher-quality LMX and more job crafting within the U.S. aerospace industrial base. Anticipated
differences based on employee age and gender are discussed last. Figure 1 below shows the
expected relationships among the study variables and the seven hypotheses that will be presented
in this chapter.
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Figure 1
Conceptual Model of Role-Based Job Crafting in High Reliability Organizations

U.S. Aerospace Technical Industrial Base
This dissertation focuses on the U.S. aerospace technical industrial base and related
organizations, such as government acquisition program management offices and associated
technical support contractors. While being one of the largest and most powerful industries in the
United States due to its impact on the domestic and global economy (Investopedia, 2020), it is
woefully underrepresented in mainstream academic research. Information about the industry is
mostly found in government studies and specialized trade publications. The aerospace industry
consists of military aircraft, missiles, space, commercial airliners, and general aviation,
representing just under a trillion dollars in sales every year and 1.8% of GDP in 2018 (Aerospace
Industries Association [AIA], 2020). As a comparison, before the pandemic, U.S. consumers
spent only $601.75 billion online in 2019 (Young, 2020). This industry employs about 509,000
workers in scientific and technical jobs and supports more than 700,000 jobs in related fields
(Investopedia, 2020). Thus, the impacts of this industry on the U.S. economy are enormous in
addition to the critical products and services it provides to the nation.
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The Department of Defense relies on a wide-ranging, complex aerospace industrial base
for products and services that enable the country’s warfighting and war-preventing capabilities.
This large subset of the aerospace industry includes public-sector (government-owned,
government-operated) facilities and private-sector (commercial) companies located in the United
States (Peters, 2020). My research focuses on the U.S. aerospace technical industrial base
because it has been neglected in mainstream literature despite its value to the economy and
national interests. It requires specific, dedicated study due its unique culture and the nature of the
business, which demands a higher level of risk avoidance. This industry produces extremely
complex technical products critical to national security. Exceptionally high levels of performance
are required of employees despite stressful conditions and schedule constraints, with little
tolerance for risky decisions when such situations are otherwise mitigatable (Casler, 2014). This
ability to develop and operate valuable, often extremely hazardous, technical systems under very
demanding conditions, while maintaining a level of performance and safety far above normal
standards, makes firms in this industry function as “high reliability organizations” (Rochlin,
1996). Such organizations come with distinct managerial challenges requiring considerations
specific to that culture. Managers must confront the cost of potential catastrophe and build up the
organization’s culture of reliability (Roberts, 1990).
High Reliability Organizations
Research uses a variety of methods to categorize and classify industries as HROs
including the Standard Industry Classification, Global Industry Classification Standard, North
American Industry Classification System, Industry Classification Benchmark, U.S. National
Infrastructure Protection Program, and Department of Homeland Security Critical Infrastructure
Program (Cantu et al., 2020). Regardless of the taxonomy, there are unifying distinct

14

characteristics of HROs that help identify organizations that have unique cultures that require a
special management approach. There is no one comprehensive way of identifying what is or is
not an HRO, so common traits describing the organizational culture help identify HROs (Cantu
et al., 2020). This culture centers around the pursuit of reliability exceeding standard industry
practices and avoiding errors or failure because potential costs are unacceptable to society
(Roberts, 1990).
High Reliability Organization Theory. High Reliability Organization Theory (HROT)
(Bourrier, 2011; Cantu et al., 2020; Harvey et al., 2019; Roberts, 1990; Rochlin, 2006; Rochlin,
1996; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015) is the field of management that examines these important
organizations. Research into HROT sprang from Normal Accident Theory and focuses on how
organizations working with complex and hazardous systems operate mostly error-free (Roberts,
1989; Rochlin, 1996). HRO-focused research became more defined after the 1979 Three Mile
Island nuclear plant incident to counter Perrow’s (1999) belief that failures were inevitable
(Cantu et al., 2020). The body of literature began by documenting how organizations that
conduct hazardous operations had higher rates of reliability than others (Cantu et al., 2020;
Roberts, 1990; Rochlin et al., 1987). Rochlin et al. (1987) observed these organizations were
diverse in culture, tasks, technology, education and training, but all were guided by a singular
purpose, and characterized by authority overlays, redundancy, and continuous learning.
Roberts (1989) identified that specific types of firms conducted hazardous operations
which, over time, consistently operated without any major disasters and dubbed them “HROs.”
Early scholars noted that these organizations paid extraordinary attention to operational
reliability, both because of the inherent dangers of the situation and because outcome reliability
was impossible to realize without operational reliability (Roberts, 1989). Scholars would later
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broaden the definition beyond hazardous operations. HROs were identified as a subset of highrisk organizations (Roberts & Rousseau, 1989) where firms prioritize reliability and achieving
critical specifications over efficiently completing projects in minimal timeframes or under
budget (Roberts, 1990, 1993). These organizations operate “extraordinarily reliably” for
extended periods of time (Roberts, 1993). Thus, HROs value quality and reliability more than
efficiency and go to extremes to avoid the degradation of quality and/or the development of
inferior quality (Roberts et al., 2005). This has strong impacts on their culture and employee
behavior that may affect job-crafting tendencies.
Even in business-office settings, HROs operate differently than other organizations,
which can create particularly stressful environments. First, they operate in very unforgiving
social and political contexts (Bourrier, 2011). Second, they utilize or produce technologies that
are risky and present the potential for error (Barrett et al., 2006). Third, the possible
consequences from errors or mistakes precludes full experimentation due to the potential severity
and scale of impacts (Harvey et al., 2019). Finally, these organizations use very complex
processes, complicated technologies, and involve difficult tasks to avoid failure (Enya et al.,
2019).
HROs are similar to other high-performing organizations in that they have highly trained
personnel, continuous training, effective reward systems, frequent process audits and constant
improvement efforts (Cantu et al., 2020). However, they are distinct in their organization-wide
sense of vulnerability, the universal sense of responsibility and accountability for reliability,
pessimism about possible failures, and redundancy with checks and counterchecks as precautions
against potential mistakes (Schulman, 2004). This culture creates a distinct pattern of behavior
within the organization with specific characteristics.
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Characteristics of HROs. HROs are characterized by five hallmarks that facilitate
problem detection and organizational management: 1) having a cultural preoccupation with
failure; 2) reluctance to simplify interpretations; 3) sensitivity to operations; 4) commitment to
resilience; and 5) deference to expertise (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). These five attributes are
widely accepted in literature and often found in trade publications for companies wanting to
emulate HRO operations, thus a more detailed understanding of each characteristic is valuable in
framing the rest of the study.
Preoccupation with failure refers to the culture of leaders and employees, which is
focused on the prevention of errors (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). Attention to detail while
searching for failures is critical to proper risk mitigation. Teams must be dedicated to finding
root causes of failures and take corrective actions before highly reliable systems can continue
production or go into operational use. There is a mindset that the team embraces as they assume
the need for more analysis, “when people look for failures, they acknowledge the existence of
incomplete knowledge” (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015, p. 46).
Reluctance to simplify interpretations pertains to the need to ask multiple questions about
a particular concern and not accept broad categorizations (Fantin, 2014). Over-simplification
misses important facts. This mindset helps get to specific causes of issues and drills down into
the minutia of problems without obscuring unwanted, unanticipated, unexplainable details
(Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015).
Sensitivity to operations describes how members of an HRO focus on a situation as it
happens with close attention to what is going on in real time (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). It
embodies a concern for the unexpected happening at the operational-level, or “front lines,” while
maintaining situational awareness of the “big picture” context (Burke et al., 2005). When dealing
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with the unexpected in high-risk environments, the ability to make sense of emerging patterns is
just as important as is anticipation and planning, yet the ability to cope with the unexpected
requires a different mindset than to anticipate its occurrence (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015).
Commitment to resilience is a mindset that helps organizations cope with unexpected
situations. Resilience has to do with elasticity and recovery, and is a combination of keeping
errors small, of improvising workarounds that keep the system functioning, and absorbing
change while pressing ahead (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015).
Deference to expertise is the final hallmark of HROs, which enables the organization to
adeptly contain and identify the unexpected better than non-HRO institutions (Burke et al.,
2005). This means that decision-making is often deferred to individuals with expert knowledge
to deal with a specific problem, irrespective of their status within the organizational hierarchy
(Díaz, 2018). Deference to expertise includes a pattern of respectful yielding, domain‐specific
knowledge, and relative skills that combine in a way that mobilizes expertise around highly
varied challenges (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015).
Managing LMX, Ebullient Supervision, and Job Crafting in HROs
Youngberg (2004) expanded HRO theory by stating “organizations can handle complex
and hazardous activities at acceptable levels of performance with the proper management of
people, technology and processes” (p. 13). This dissertation attempts to home in on particular
aspects of what that “proper management” looks like in HROs by focusing on behaviors and
actions that a leader takes. It may be difficult for leaders to influence the organizational culture
of an established HRO or change proven processes and procedures in risk-averse HROs.
Therefore, of Weick and Sutcliffe’s (2001) five hallmarks of HROs that facilitate problem
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detection and organizational management, deference to expertise stands out as a characteristic
that managers regularly face and can personally affect.
Due to their dependency on experts (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001), leaders in aerospace and
related industries must trust that an employee can be given an area of responsibility, or general
task, and use their professional experience in a way that best achieves management expectations
(DoD, 2020). Aerospace and related industries must function differently than non-HRO
industries (Cantu et al., 2020; Casler, 2014). The focus of this dissertation relates to conditions
that facilitate deference to expertise. Specifically, this research looks at three constructs in the
context of HROs: the relationship between the employee and the leader using LMX as the
theoretical perspective, ebullient supervision, and job crafting.
Very little published research examines these aspects of leadership in HROs. While
several research projects exist that identify HROs in the context of LMX studies, they are
unpublished theses and dissertations (Brooks, 2021; Cades, 2018; Sivaraman, 2020). One study
of job crafting in the health care industry was found (Kossek et al. 2016). Although healthcare
facilities are often characterized as HROs (Cantu et al., 2020; Roberts et al., 2005) the particular
jobholders Kossek and colleagues studied were very different than professional employees in the
U.S. aerospace industrial base. Kossek et al. (2016) studied 26 health care facilities to understand
how schedulers expand cognitive, physical, and relational aspects of their jobs to manage
employers, fellow workers and patients. They found that the schedulers in every facility engaged
in these three types of job crafting, and they discussed the valuable effects job crafting has in
organizations where managers must rely on experts working in critical positions. No published
studies exist that relate job crafting, LMX, and ebullient supervision together in the same
research in any context, much less in the context of HROs.
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This study provides some initial research to fill this void. To do this, the job crafting
literature is discussed first. Next, I discuss LMX theory, and then the ebullient supervision
literature. I develop hypotheses for how these constructs are related in an HRO context, and also
consider the possible impact of employee gender and age on these relationships.
Job Crafting
Job Crafting Theory posits that ‘‘the job is being re-created or crafted all the time’’ by the
employee (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 181). When a person feels like personal needs and
desires are not being met on a job, that individual will be motivated to initiate changes to
associated tasks and job characteristics, which researchers refer to as job crafting (Lazazzara et
al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2016a; Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016; Wang et
al., 2020). In their seminal article, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) introduced the concept of
job crafting as actions employees take to shape, mold, and redefine their jobs. A “job” is a
grouped set of task elements all under a specific job title performed by an individual employee
(Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991). Job crafting is further described as, “the physical and cognitive
changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work" (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001, p. 179). Employees who engage in such actions are called “job crafters”
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 180). These employees manipulate associated tasks of a job
and the way they network to fit their preferences.
Organizational benefits of job crafting. As pioneers in this field of research,
Wrzesniewski, Dutton, and Berg (2010) explain in an article written for practitioners that
organizations stand to gain a lot by enabling job crafting. They note how many other jobredesign models rely on managers to enable employees to find satisfaction in their work, but in
reality, busy leaders rarely have sufficient time and are not always equipped to do so properly
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(Wrzesniewski et al., 2010). Job crafting lets managers turn the reins over to employees by
empowering them to become “job entrepreneurs” in a sense, and note that when financial
incentives or promotions are not feasible, enabling job crafting is an alternative way to motivate
and retain talented employees and even transform poor performers (Wrzesniewski et al., 2010).
Job crafting has many benefits for organizations. In a meta-analysis of 122 research
samples representing 35,670 workers, Rudolph et al. (2017) reported that overall job crafting and
its dimensions were positively related to job satisfaction (r = 0.25) and work engagement
(r = .40). Although the effect sizes were smaller, job crafting was also positively related to work
performance, contextual performance, improved person-job fit, job attitudes, and occupational
well-being, and negatively related to job strain (Rudolph et al., 2017). A meta-analysis of job
crafting by Frederick and VanderWeele (2020) shows positive correlations between job crafting
and work engagement with a standardized effect size of d = 0.37. Individual studies also show
job crafting improves affective commitment (Li, 2015), self-efficacy (Tims et al., 2014; Tresi &
Mihelič, 2018) and other factors contributing to finding positive meaning at work
(Wrzesniewski, 2003).
Job crafting is thought to create positive outcomes because it increases organizational and
personal gains and provides a sense of ability to act (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Autonomy
has long been known to increase motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Ryan & Deci, 2017).
Job crafting has been shown to help employees achieve work goals (Parker et al., 2010), take
more control over how they spend their time at work, find meaning in work, and fulfill the need
for connection (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and improve person-job fit (Tims & Bakker,
2010). Empirical evidence demonstrates that job crafting directed towards expanding the scope
of the job is generally beneficial for the organization (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Demerouti et
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al., 2015; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Rudolph et al., 2017; Weseler & Niessen, 2016).
Lichtenthaler and Fischbach (2018) found a positive correlation between job crafting and
employee health and performance; they note this is important because productivity-related losses
from unhealthy employees were estimated to be $168 billion a year. Another of their studies
demonstrated that job crafting helped motivate individuals to work past retirement (Lichtenthaler
& Fischbach, 2016b).
Job crafting at an HRO. Due to these benefits, this dissertation endeavors to understand
job crafting in the unique context of an HRO to identify how managers influence employee
crafting behaviors. Much of the original research behind job crafting is rooted in social
constructionism theory and builds on the social information processing model (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). Work tasks and interactions that compose the days, the jobs, and the lives of
employees are similar to raw materials that employees use as they form their jobs. Wrzesniewski
& Dutton (2001) note that tasks represent the most basic building blocks of the relationship
between employees and the organization and are composed of prescribed work activities a
person normally performs (Griffin, 1987). An employee's job consists of these task elements
grouped together under one job title designed to be performed by a single individual (Ilgen &
Hollenbeck, 1991). Social constructionism makes assumptions that "place particular stress on the
individual's psychological construction of the experiential world” (Gergen, 2009, p. 67). Material
used in building the experience of work comes out of this social context (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978). These ideas were contrary to existing paradigms of work design that focus primarily on
management’s intent in creating a specific job (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). This includes the
continuing impact of Fredrick Taylor and his system of Scientific Management, which analyzes
and synthesizes workflows into specific processes and procedures with the objective of
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improving economic efficiency and productivity (Taska, 2017). Instead, job crafting is
acknowledged as a psychological, social, and physical act done by the employee (Wrzesniewski
& Dutton, 2001). Workers motivated to job craft read and interpret cues about the physical
boundaries of the work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
Job crafting can occur in many different jobs across multiple business sectors.
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) provide examples of job crafting behaviors among hospital
cleaners, hairdressers, design engineers, nurses, information technology (IT) staff, and restaurant
cooks. Their work linked management’s actions and job crafting, noting "[j]ob crafting is a
process that can be affected only indirectly by managerial action … managers can affect the
context in which individuals do job crafting, although they may not be able to affect when and to
what extent job crafting occurs" (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 195). Job crafting is a
specific form of employee proactive behavior.
For managers in HROs, a degree of appropriate subordinate job crafting is necessary to
get the most productivity from employees who are experts in their type of work and whose
experience and special job knowledge often far exceeds the leader’s. Job crafting may have
positive or negative outcomes for an organization depending on the situation and, potentially, the
influences of a leader, since leadership styles play a crucial role in shaping employees’ jobcrafting behavior (Wang et al., 2020). It is important for managers to understand which
employees are changing their job tasks, in what ways are they changing them, and what is
affected by the change. Unfortunately, as Kim and Beehr (2017) note, previous research focused
primarily on employees’ personal characteristics that affect job crafting instead of behaviors of
the leader.
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Role-Based and Resource-Based Job Crafting
The job crafting literature is divided into two different streams with different
conceptualizations, measures, and foci. This section will explain those differences and why rolebased job crafting, a second-order construct comprised of three first-order dimensions (task,
relational, and cognitive job crafting) will be the focus of this study.
Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001) wrote the seminal job crafting article, founding the first
stream, which focused on task, relational, and cognitive job crafting as ways to craft job roles –
what is now known as role-based job crafting, sometimes shortened to “role crafting.” Tims and
Bakker (2010) started the second stream of research focused on job crafting related to the
boundaries of the job and the resources used to perform the job by increasing job resources,
increasing desired job demands and decreasing undesired (hindering) job demands. This second
stream is known as resource-based job crafting, sometimes shortened to “resource crafting.”
Role-based job crafting and resource-based job crafting differ in the types or dimensions of the
construct and the motives for job crafting (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018).
According to Bruning and Campion (2018), role crafting concerns the task and social
boundaries of work, while resource crafting involves modifying work to increase resources and
decrease demands. In explaining the differences between the two concepts, Lazazzara et al.
(2020) describe role crafting as a process of increasing personal enrichment, while resource
crafting is predominantly focused on increasing personal efficiency through resource acquisition
and conservation, as well as reducing strain derived from unmanageable work demands.
Role crafting. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), originators of the job-crafting literature,
take a role-based perspective where job crafting is noted to be the employee-driven changes to
tangible work boundaries and intangible role perceptions. This stream of job crafting research
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conceptualizes job crafting as comprised of three categories: task crafting (making changes to the
physical work), relational (changing the social network) and cognitive crafting (making mental
changes in ways of thinking about the work) (Berg et al., 2013; Loi et al., 2020; Romeo et al.,
2019; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). As first described by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), an
employee engages in task crafting when they change the form or number of activities performed
to do their work. Relational crafting occurs when employees exercise personal discretion over
the people with whom they interact while doing the job, changing their interactions and
relationships with coworkers, leadership, and people who can help them in their job. Cognitive
crafting means changing perspectives on how one views the job or thinks about the work.
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Figure 2 below shows conceptually how role-based job crafting
is comprised of three more specific types of job crafting.
Figure 2
Role-based Job Crafting Components

Although not widely researched, five theoretically plausible job crafting types were later
proposed in line with the role-based job crafting perspective by subdividing task and relational
job crafting. The resulting categories are: expansion and contraction-oriented task crafting
(taking on additional or avoiding certain tasks), expansion and contraction-oriented relational
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crafting (seeking or avoiding work relationships), and cognitive crafting (changing one’s views
about work) (Laurence, 2010; Weseler & Niessen, 2016). The motives for these various forms of
role-based job crafting stem from a need to gain control, have a positive self-image, and improve
social relatedness at work (Berg et al., 2013; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013). Thus, role-based job
crafting assumes that job crafting can satisfy personal needs and will lead to higher levels of
experienced work meaningfulness and other benefits like higher motivation and performance
(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018). However, the approach used by Weseler and Niessen, (2016)
with five subdimensions of role-based job crafting has not found favor in subsequent literature.
A meta-analysis, which will be discussed later, explains the difficulties in measuring employee
subcategories related to avoidance-crafting behaviors (Lazazzara et al., 2020). Therefore, this
dissertation utilizes the original three dimensions of role-based job crafting, task, relational, and
cognitive.
Resource crafting. In a different stream of job-crafting research, Tims and Bakker
(2010) use a resource-based perspective on job crafting and note that, “employees may change
their levels of job demands and job resources in order to align them with their own abilities and
preferences” (p. 4). Using this resource-based perspective, Rudolph et al. (2017) further explain
that job crafting involves proactive changes that subordinates make to balance job demands and
resources with their personal capacities and needs. Resource-based job crafting is categorized
into three types: increasing job resources (like asking for support), increasing job demands (like
volunteering for extra projects), and decreasing hindering demands (such as reducing contact
with demanding customers) (Bakker et al., 2014; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2012).
Successfully decreasing hindering job demands helps to conserve resources, so it is considered a
resource-based job-crafting type (Bruning & Campion, 2018). Motives are rooted in the need for
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workers to align their levels of job resources and job demands with their personal abilities and
preferences (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Like role-based job crafting, the resource-based
conceptualization of job crafting demonstrates that job crafting leads to positive outcomes like
work engagement, health, and other benefits that improve performance (Lichtenthaler &
Fischbach, 2019). See Figure 3 for an adaptation of Tims & Bakker’s (2010) model of job
crafting from a resource-based perspective.
Figure 3
Tims and Bakker’s (2010) Resource-Based Job Crafting Model

Note. This model replicates the first known resource-based job crafting model developed by
Tims and Bakker (2010) as much as possible, except their published version provides
subcategories of “work characteristics” and “individual differences” which are not relevant to
this dissertation. Adapted from “Job crafting: Towards a new model of individual job redesign,”
by M. Tims and A.B. Bakker, 2010, SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 36(2), p. 5. Copyright
2010 by The Authors.
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Multiple models explain job crafting from the resource-based perspective, mostly
designed to study and describe various effects of proactive employee behaviors (Crant, 2000;
Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al., 2010). Two that are widely used are the Job DemandsResources (JD-R) Model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2017), and the Job Crafting Model
(Bakker et al., 2012). The JD-R is the foundational resource-based model that was built to
address perceived weaknesses in two other popular models used to measure job stress (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007): the Demand-Control Model (Karasek, 1979), and the Effort-Reward
Imbalance Model (Siegrist, 1996). These studies focused on effects from stress and interactions
with leadership and coworkers, but did not delve into specific aspects of what is now known as
job crafting (Karasek, 1979; Siegrist, 1996). Bakker and Demerouti’s (2007) solution was to
describe job crafting as proactive activities that increase social “resources” (like asking for
supervisory coaching and feedback) and structural resources (such as obtaining more task
variety, developing capabilities, and learning new things). It can also increase challenging
“demands” (such as asking for more desired responsibility and voluntarily taking on extra tasks)
or decrease hindering demands, like avoiding difficult decisions or unpleasant customers (Tims
et al., 2012). This perspective emphasizes the changes an employee makes to balance job
demands and resources with their personal needs and abilities (Tims et al., 2012). It highlights
the employee’s motivation to improve the fit of the job, enhance work engagement, and avoid
health impairment (Wang et al., 2016). In short, JD-R asserts that the job demands “cost” the
employee something and the job resources help counter those costs.
In developing the Job Crafting Model, Bakker et al. (2012) extended JD-R research by
studying how subordinates’ personal initiative in shaping their environment becomes a strong
antecedent to job crafting. The researchers demonstrate how employees with a proactive
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personality were most likely to craft their own jobs, thus staying engaged and improving their
performance (Bakker et al., 2012). Their model builds on earlier research showing that
individuals possessing a proactive personality intentionally change their physical environment
(Buss, 1987) and that proactivity may positively impact employee performance by creating
opportunities for effectiveness (Crant, 2000). Thus, job crafting facilitates engagement and,
indirectly, performance, since employees changing their work environment are proactively
aligning their job demands and resources with their personal abilities and needs.
Comparing role and resource crafting. Both the role and resource perspectives provide
understanding and explanation of job crafting from different angles, and neither is discredited in
the literature (Lazazzara et al., 2020; Rudolph et al., 2017; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013). In
fact, both perspectives indicate that employees can expand (e.g., by adding more tasks or
relationships) or shrink (e.g., by reducing their workload) their jobs and roles (Zhang & Parker,
2019). The divergence in perspectives and research streams does not stem from competing
beliefs about job crafting, but rather from differences in foci and methods of data collection
(Wang et al., 2016). Role-based and resource-based perspectives on job crafting provide
researchers with different ways of approaching job crafting, depending on the intent of the study.
Researchers use Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) role-based perspective to study how
employees better align the job with their preferences, abilities, and motivations to enhance work
meaning and identity (Lazazzara et al., 2020). Resource-based research focuses more on
quantitative research designs which examine various antecedents of job crafting and whether
they are related to work-related well-being and performance (Lazazzara et al., 2020).
Additionally, role-based research tends to be qualitative in nature while resource-based literature
is more often quantitative (Lazazzara et al., 2020). As a result, there are more resource-based
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studies available for practical reasons; multiple resource-based scales originated before most
role-based scales, thus providing quantitative methods to measure job crafting for a variety of
applications (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach,
2019). The Job Demands-Resources model, on which resource crafting is based, stimulated
numerous quantitative studies despite limitations caused by removing cognitive crafting and
ignoring employees’ motivations (Wang, 2020). The Job Demands-Resources model was already
a well–known theoretical job-design framework when Tims and Bakker (2010) first applied it to
job crafting in their resource-based model (Lazazzara et al., 2020), which could also account for
why the Tims et al. (2012) resource-based scale was adopted and adapted for other studies so
quickly. See Figure 4 for a comparison of the most relevant differences between role and
resource perspectives.
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Figure 4
Comparison of Role-Based Crafting and Resource-Based Crafting

A few recent studies, discussed later, attempt to combine perspectives (Bruning &
Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Slemp & VellaBrodrick, 2013). This area of research would benefit from additional role-based quantitative
studies, since the existing role-based literature is primarily qualitative (Bruning & Campion,
2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019).
The split in job-crafting perspectives widened primarily because Wrzesniewski and
Dutton’s (2001) research approach was qualitative and their construct was initially difficult to
measure (Berg, Grant, et al., 2010; Berg, Wrzesniewski, et al., 2010; Vuori, et al., 2012). Initial
qualitative studies focused on employees’ underlying reasons, opinions, and motivations related
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to Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) categories of job crafting (Berg et al., 2013; Berg,
Wrzesniewski, et al., 2010; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Neuman, 2006; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013;
Zhang & Parker, 2019). Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) role-based perspective did not
initially have a quantitative method of measuring job crafting. However, multiple scales were
developed to support the resource-based conceptualization of job crafting beginning with Tims et
al.’s (2012) measure based on the JD-R model (Tims & Bakker, 2010). According to Oprea et al.
(2019), this is the reason that quantitative studies of job crafting have predominantly been
conceptualized and measured from the Tims et al. (2012) resource-based perspective. For
instance, Petrou et al (2012) modified Tims et al.’s (2012) scale to identify how employees seek
resources and seek challenges. Nielsen and Abildgaard (2012) built on the original resourcebased scale to design a tool specifically for blue collar workers. Lichtenthaler and Fischbach
(2016a) developed a German version of the Tims et al.’s (2012) job-crafting scale.
Meta-analyses initially focused on resource crafting due to the availability of studies.
Rudolph et al. (2017) conducted a meta-analysis of the relationships between resource-based job
crafting behaviors, their antecedents, and work outcomes across studies that used Tims and
Bakker’s (2010) theoretical framework and its related measurement scale (Tims et al., 2012). It
found that job crafting is associated with individual differences and job characteristics, and that
job crafting is related to employees’ job attitudes, occupational well-being, and different forms
of work performance (Rudolph et al., 2017). Rudolph, et al.’s (2017) meta-analysis excluded
studies that used measures other than Tims et al. (2012). No research had fully measured all of
the dimensions of job crafting that included both Tims et al.’s (2012) and Wrzesniewski and
Dutton’s (2001) conceptualizations of job crafting together. This made direct empirical
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comparisons between the two job crafting perspectives via meta-analytic synthesis impossible
(Rudolph et al., 2017).
Promotion and prevention-focused job crafting. Lichtenthaler and Fischbach (2019)
conducted a meta-analysis of the job crafting literature to directly compare role and resourcebased perspectives. The researchers looked for similarities across studies and re-categorized
findings from the two different job crafting research streams (role-based and resource-based)
since 2001. To integrate both role and resource-based perspectives, they categorized content into
promotion-focused and prevention-focused job crafting.
The promotion-focused job-crafting category encompassed employees’ growth,
advancement, and development needs when they were motivated to strive for positive desired
outcomes (Higgins, 1997). Prevention-focused job crafting related to decreasing job demands
that had negative effects on the employee (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2016a). The researchers
felt that these promotion and prevention categorizations better integrated the resource and rolebased job-crafting conceptualizations in one job-crafting model (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach,
2019). Doing so demonstrated that promotion-focused job crafting was positively related to work
engagement and negatively related to burnout, while prevention-focused job crafting was
negatively related to work engagement and positively related to burnout (Lichtenthaler &
Fischbach, 2019). Their findings suggest that managers should attempt to stimulate promotionfocused job crafting while avoiding the pitfalls of prevention-focused job crafting by minimizing
job stressors that are usually difficult for employees to cope with, also known as hindrance
stressors (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019). They conclude that this may be achieved by
providing necessary job resources, like supervisor support, to deal with such hindrance stressors
effectively (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019).
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The Lichtenthaler and Fischbach (2019) meta-analysis had some limitations due to the
number of available studies. Only 132 studies met their inclusion criteria and 111 of them used
the resource-based conceptualization. Lichtenthaler and Fischbach (2019) demonstrated the
value in taking a holistic approach to job crafting by combining the two conceptualizations while
highlighting the practical need for more quantitative role-based research. Their novel approach is
just one way to integrate role and resource-based job-crafting conceptualizations through metaanalysis, but it did not provide techniques to initiate new studies using their proposed promotion
and prevention dimensions as a way of measuring job crafting. As of this literature review, no
research exists offering methods of collecting data utilizing these dimensions other than metaanalysis. Related attempts at integrating conceptualizations through meta-studies recently offered
by other authors are described below.
Avoidance and approach job crafting. Zhang and Parker (2019) explain in a similar
meta-analysis, done around the same time as Lichtenthaler and Fischbach (2019), how
individuals have tendencies to move toward positive end‐states and away from negative end‐
states, based on the approach–avoidance motivational theory that Bruning and Campion (2018)
first applied to job crafting. As applied to job crafting, approach behaviors are “active, effortful,
motivated, and directed towards problem-focused and improvement-based goals” (Bruning &
Campion, 2018, p. 501). This goal-directed type of job crafting involves actively managing
thoughts to improve one’s mood or efficiency, organizing aspects of one’s work, and adopting
new knowledge and technology to be more effective and improve job-related well-being
(Bruning & Campion, 2018). Avoidance job crafting is defined as changes individuals make that
serve “the purpose of evading, reducing, or eliminating part of one’s work” (Bruning &
Campion, 2018, pp. 501–502). This includes reducing task, relational, or contextual components
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of one’s work and offloading work onto another person or entity as a way to guard against
demanding or troubling job components (Bruning & Campion, 2018). Approach job crafters
expand their on-the-job tasks or the social relationships involved with their jobs, while avoidance
job crafters attempt to reduce such tasks and social relationships.
Zhang and Parker (2019) highlighted how crafting orientation (approach‐oriented versus
avoidance‐oriented crafting) is a critical distinguishing aspect between role-based and resourcebased perspectives. They state that the approach/avoidance distinction is more useful than a
prevention/promotion distinction, with approach crafting being very similar to proactive
behavior in how it functions, whereas avoidance crafting has been demonstrated to be less
proactive in empirical studies (Zhang & Parker, 2019).
Lazazzara et al. (2020) set out to better understand role-based and resource-based
perspectives together by conducting a meta–synthesis of the qualitative research and also
adopting the approach and avoidance classification utilized by Bruning and Campion (2018) and
Zhang and Parker (2019). Akin to a meta-analysis, a meta-synthesis is a combination and
interpretation of results from systematically selected qualitative studies with common themes
(Douglas et al., 2008). They organized the findings of 24 studies into a process model that
highlights when and how individuals craft their jobs and with what results. With this technique,
the researchers were able to go beyond limitations of the resource-based quantitative studies and
identify contextual and personal factors that could lead to various forms of job crafting
(Lazazzara et al., 2020).
Lazazzara et al. (2020) discovered that the most commonly reported motivations for job
crafting were to improve self-image, to better connect with others, and to obtain more control
over work. Additional job-crafting motives were to improve job performance, build knowledge
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and skills, and better align work with other aspects of life (Lazazzara et al., 2020). Perhaps the
most interesting finding from this analysis, however, was that job crafting was infrequently
motivated by an individual’s desire to improve work meaning, oneself, or one’s functioning.
Instead, employees job crafted to cope with a poor work environment and gain control over the
job (Lazazzara et al., 2020). They also reported that adversity at the occupational and
organizational levels, like having dirty jobs or an organizational change, motivated job crafting
(Lazazzara et al., 2020).
While useful in expanding knowledge into an otherwise often overlooked area of
research, the authors noted the limitations of such a study focusing on qualitative data. Finding
relevant articles was difficult and limited and had a high risk of bias and errors (Lazazzara et al.,
2020). Since most of the role-based literature is qualitative (Bruning & Campion, 2018;
Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019), job crafting research will benefit by
having more studies measuring role-based perspectives quantitatively, such as this dissertation.
Conceptualizations and measurement of job crafting differ across studies depending on
the categorizations, theories and antecedents used by researchers. To help understand how and
why the role-based perspective is studied, the next section briefly reviews various measures of
job crafting and why the original Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) conceptualization, with its
subdimensions (task, relational, and cognitive), is appropriate for this dissertation.
Measuring job crafting. There are no widely accepted scales that measure all aspects of
the two main job-crafting perspectives (role-based and resource-based). The resource-based
measurement scales are based on the JD-R model (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012) and
have influenced the creation of numerous other scales tailored to fit the needs of research in
different contexts (Bakker et al., 2012; Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al., 2012;
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Roczniewska et al., 2020; Sora & García-Buades, 2018). To measure role-based job crafting,
Slemp and Vella-Brodrick’s (2013) Job Crafting Questionnaire is the only widely accepted scale
that includes the three forms of task, relational, and cognitive crafting originally theorized by
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001). Researchers chose which scale to use to test for specific
antecedents and areas of interest, with scales often designed for particular populations (Zhang &
Parker, 2019). Fortunately, there is enough overlap between the divergent approaches to find
where they agree; employees both enrich and expand, or reduce and limit, their job boundaries
(Laurence, 2010; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001;
Zhang & Parker, 2019). From that common ground, researchers must determine what particular
types of crafting they are looking to measure, for what purpose, and if they want to consider
cognitive crafting in their overall measures (Wang et al., 2016).
Why use a role-based measure? The goal of this dissertation is not only to further
science, but to be applicable for HRO managers actively wanting to understand how to affect
employee behaviors. To make this study more practical for managers, this study narrows the
focus back to the original job crafting characteristics proposed by Wrzesniewski and Dutton
(2001) and supported across the job-crafting literature (Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler &
Fischbach, 2016a; Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2020). The purpose of
organizational behavioral research is to help managers predict and control employee behavior,
effectively motivate subordinates, and make efficient use of human resources (Argyris, 1960;
Brethower et al., 2021; Nadler & Tushman, 1980; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1997). Wrzesniewski,
Berg, Dutton (2010) explained that their original concept of job crafting allows managers to turn
the reins over to employees, empowering them to become “job entrepreneurs.” Notoriously riskaverse HRO managers (Cantu et al., 2020) may, therefore, desire to understand how their own
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leadership affects employee job crafting and what specific types of crafting behaviors to expect.
In this regard, Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original role-based concept of task, relational
and cognitive crafting is useful since it subdivides job crafting into these specific types while still
aggregating them into an overall job-crafting score, which should be beneficial, understandable,
and applicable to practitioners.
There is academic value in distinguishing between crafting resources (anything that
optimizes work goals) and crafting demands (which require effort from an employee), as
described in Tims and Bakker (2010). However, meta-analytic results show that these categories
are subcomponents of job crafting that are correlated and have similar antecedents and outcomes
that change the design of a job (Zhang & Parker, 2019). The resource-based approach offers
more insight into the psychological motivations of employees (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims et al.,
2012, 2014) than their measurable job-crafting behaviors (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Slemp &
Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013). As workers perceive more supportive
environments for modifying their work, research shows that job crafting will happen, regardless
of the motive that prompted such behaviors (Lazazzara et al., 2020). Predicting behaviors should
be more practically useful for HRO managers.
Ideally, there would be a way to measure both role and resource crafting simultaneously,
while also testing if the employee is crafting in a way the leader wants, but no valid scales exist
to do this (Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019). This dissertation advances
job-crafting research by using a role-based quantitative analysis, which is not used as often in
literature due to the early availability and popularity of the resource-based scales (Bindl et al.,
2019; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Wang et al., 2020). Research using role-based scales are
few in number compared to the resource-based literature, or unpublished, because of the early
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popularity of resource-based scales (Laurence, 2010; Lu et al., 2014; Viancourt et al., 2020).
Resource-based data has been plentiful and the popular scales offered opportunities for continued
research, including meta-analytic research, since role-based scales were the first to be published
and adapted for different industries, languages, and cultures (Lazazzara et al., 2020;
Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019). Additional quantitative research using a role-based approach
will improve future efforts to combine role and resource-based perspectives. There have been
recent attempts at explaining how role and resource-based concepts may be combined using
meta-analysis, but none resulted in a validated measurement scale that actually combines
perspectives (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019).
One of the problems authors of recent meta-studies had as they tried to develop a
comprehensive approach to job crafting that unified the role and resource perspectives was the
lack of quantitative role-based research (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Most of the role-based literature is qualitative
(Bruning & Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019), so jobcrafting research will benefit by having more quantitative studies measuring role-based
perspectives. This dissertation uses a measurement scale that adheres to Wrzesniewski and
Dutton’s (2001) original role-based conceptualization so data can be not only be more applicable
to HRO managers, but also further the science of job crafting by providing future researchers
with a much-needed role-based quantitative study.
Another reason why this dissertation utilized the role-based perspective is because it
provides the theoretical basis for crafting categorizations that are more applicable to the
practitioner (Wrzesniewski et al., 2010). Role-based job crafting is comprised of task, relational
and cognitive crafting, which may have different antecedents, so there is value in understanding
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each subcomponent separately in addition to an overall role-based job-crafting level. I want to
provide aerospace HRO managers understandable practical information they can use to
implement change. Managers will better understand concepts related to how employees change
job tasks, and modify their behaviors associated with building relationships and networking, than
the resource-based concepts of changing resources and demands. Cognitive crafting as a concept
should be logical and understandable to managers as well, but there is an unresolved debate
among researchers about whether it is actually a type of job crafting (Bipp & Demerouti, 2015;
Bruning & Campion, 2019; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Tims et al., 2014; Weseler &
Niessen, 2016; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013; Zhang & Parker, 2019). The resource-based argument
is that cognitive crafting is just a form of passive adaptation to work leading to no real change in
job content and not what these authors consider crafting (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker,
2010; Zhang & Parker, 2019). In contrast, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), and other rolebased researchers, argue that cognitive crafting is a crucial facet of job crafting that helps
employees find meaning in work and provides work identity (Zhang & Parker, 2019). A recent
meta-analysis shows cognitive crafting indeed impacts overall job-crafting measurements, but
there are challenges in capturing how people think about their job using surveys since cognitive
changes are intangible compared with task and relational crafting, which are behavioral forms of
job crafting (Zhang & Parker, 2019). Cognitive crafting matters to fully understand how, when
and why an employee job crafts (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013) since it involves altering how
an employee frames or views their tasks or job (Zhang & Parker, 2019). However, cognitive
changes are difficult to isolate accurately since employees may not be aware if and when their
job perceptions are changing. Cognitive changes may also occur simultaneously with task and
relational crafting, making mental changes difficult to segregate from behavioral changes
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(Lazazzara et al., 2020). Employees may only notice and perceive subtle changes in their
cognitive crafting when different types of crafting behaviors and perceptions are measured
together over longer periods of time (Demerouti, 2014) and through more in-depth interviews
(Lazazzara et al., 2020). Therefore, to better isolate and understand cognitive crafting as a
subcategory, researchers use longitudinal studies and qualitative analysis (Lazazzara et al.,
2020). Nonetheless, Slemp and Vella-Brodrick (2013) felt that it was necessary to include certain
cognitive crafting questions in their role-based job crafting scale since the cognitive subcategory
affects overall job crafting, despite acknowledging the difficulty in capturing all aspects of
cognitive crafting. Zhang and Parker (2019) also proposed that cognitive crafting and behavioral
crafting (task and relational) have aggregate features which should be conceptualized together as
job crafting. For these reasons, this dissertation uses the role-based perspective, which
subdivides job crafting into its three categories (task, relational, and cognitive). Cognitive
crafting is factored into overall job-crafting levels, but not hypothesized separately as a
subcategory due to the difficulty in accurately isolating and measuring cognitive-crafting
perceptions. Using this role-based approach, the dissertation provides information on overall job
crafting and its task and relational crafting subcategories that will be of practical use to aerospace
HRO managers. This perspective will be more applicable and understandable to HRO
practitioners while contributing to the role-based literature, which is the part of the job-crafting
literature that is most in need of additional empirical research.
This section explained why the role-based perspective is used in this dissertation and how
quantitatively measuring task, relational, and overall role-based job crafting can provide a
necessary addition to the literature on employee job crafting in HROs. The next section discusses
the importance of studying leader actions as an antecedent to job crafting. By utilizing the role-
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based perspective and its subcategories, this research will provide aerospace managers practical
knowledge on how actions of a leader may impact employees as they shape their jobs at work,
including their tasks, relationships, and overall job crafting levels.
Leader Actions That Promote Job Crafting
This section considers the antecedents of role-based job crafting and its components:
task, relational, and cognitive crafting. It is possible for an individual’s job-crafting behavior to
be affected by others in the work group or by a network of contacts who frequently communicate
about task-related issues (Bizzi, 2017). A leader is one of those important contacts. The
following discussion shows why HRO managers should want to encourage job crafting among
their employees and how HRO managers can facilitate employee job-crafting behaviors through
their own actions as a leader.
Kim and Beehr (2017) argued that favorable environmental characteristics, like
empowering leaders, can result in more job crafting. Empowering leadership describes the
actions of leaders who share power and authority, foster self-leadership, and assign additional
responsibilities to subordinates by providing greater autonomy from bureaucratic constraints,
enhancing the meaning of work, encouraging participation in decision making, and expressing
confidence in the subordinate’s high performance (Ahearne et al., 2005; Arnold et al., 2000;
Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Additionally, empowering leaders offer developmental support through
coaching and modeling (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). Kim and Beehr (2017) examined the
effects of empowering leadership on employees’ well-being and career outcomes through their
job-crafting behaviors and found that empowering leadership was positively associated with job
crafting (r = .33; p < .01). A similar study showed that employees who are empowered by their
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leaders have increased authority to undertake job crafting, including through adding,
emphasizing, and redesigning tasks (Yang et al., 2017).
Managers may not be able to control every difficult condition at work, but efforts to build
a supportive environment may offset unwanted employee behaviors such as avoidance job
crafting caused by harsh work conditions. HROs are notoriously difficult organizations to work
in, but there are actions a leader can take to help employees perceive they are being supported.
Lazazzara et al.’s (2020) meta-synthesis found that managers influence individuals to undertake
proactive behaviors that result in positive job crafting by promoting initiatives, supporting
experimentation, assisting them in pursuing personal goals, and creating supportive, positive
organizational cultures.
HRO managers may want to encourage positive job-crafting behaviors among
subordinates on whom they rely as experts in their domains. After all, employees know their jobs
better than anyone else and should recognize which parts of the job should be improved (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2014). Therefore, HRO leaders may wish to create a supportive environment for
job crafting. One way to do that may be to develop high-quality relationships with the
subordinates so they feel more comfortable job crafting.
The literature on job crafting widely emphasizes the relationship between employee and
leader (Li, 2015; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Rockstuhl et al., 2012; Tresi & Mihelič, 2018; Yang
et al., 2017). As an example, Petrou et al. (2012) argue that job crafting can further enhance or
hinder employee adjustment to change depending on how the leader relates to and communicates
with the employee. Their study showed how work pressure and high autonomy were associated
with the employee seeking resources while reducing demands (Petrou et al., 2012). Seeking
resources was positively associated with employee work engagement, seeking challenges was
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positively associated with adaptivity, and reducing demands negatively associated with work
engagement. Thus, they suggest that leaders take steps to communicate in efficient, clear,
adequate, and nonthreatening ways and ensure that all employees have enough autonomy to
display job-crafting behaviors (Petrou et al., 2012). This demonstrates that leaders’ relationships
with employees promote quality communication that influences employee job crafting and
positive outcomes.
Mutual trust and frequent communications between employees and leaders that go
beyond formal job descriptions are elements of Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory (Liden
et al., 1997). LMX suggests that employees who are given social and emotional support,
autonomy, responsibilities, information and feedback, and participate in decision making have
better relationships with the leaders and respond with increased effort on the job (Graen &
Scandura, 1987). Improved relationships can result in employees performing unexpected
initiatives (Liden & Graen, 1980) and may induce them to seek new challenging job demands
beyond those prescribed (Berdicchia & Masino, 2017). Since seeking new job demands and
pushing the perimeters set by the employee are characteristics of job crafting (Bruning &
Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Tims et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), this
dissertation explores leader-employee relationships and their effects on crafting behaviors. Thus,
the following section describes LMX in more detail and develops hypotheses to understand its
effects on job crafting.
Leader-Member Exchange Theory
This section explains leader-employee relationships, and how they affect employee
performance and job crafting. This is followed by hypotheses concerning the effects of leaderemployee relationships on different forms of job crafting in aerospace HROs.
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One of the more popular theories examining the relationship between leader and
employee is Leader-Member Exchange Theory (Dulebohn et al., 2016; Hackett et al., 2020; Li,
2015; Liao & Hui, 2019; Martin et al., 2016, 2018; Rockstuhl et al., 2012). LMX is a very
heavily researched approach that looks at the quality of the dyadic relationship between leaders
and subordinates (called “members”) and the antecedents and effects of the leader-member
relationship (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). LMX research demonstrates that leaders have close,
high-quality relationships with some members, known as the in-group, and more-formal, lessflexible relationships with other members, called the out-group (Gerstner & Day, 1997).
Members of the in-group enjoy many advantages stemming from being trusted by the manager
and receive additional high-risk tasks, more opportunities for career and skill development, and
continuous support and guidance (Dansereau et al., 1975; Dulebohn et al., 2012; Gerstner &
Day, 1997; Ilies et al., 2007; Liao & Hui, 2019; Martin et al., 2016). At its core, LMX states that
“leaders develop different types of exchange relationships with their followers and the quality of
these relationships affects important leader and member attitudes and behaviors” (Ilies et al.,
2007, p. 269). Developing high-quality LMX relationships takes effort from both sides of the
supervisor-employee dyad (Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001). The social-exchange perspective taken
by LMX shows that the way supervisors treat particular members impact outcomes like trust in
the leader, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors, perceptions of justice, and
turnover intentions (Rockstuhl et al., 2012).
LMX effects on performance. LMX is used extensively in research to predict
performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Hackett et al., 2003; Meyer et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan,
1995). Gerstner and Day’s (1997) meta-analysis of 164 studies demonstrated that LMX
influences job performance, satisfaction with supervision, overall satisfaction, commitment, role
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conflict, role clarity, member competence, and turnover intentions. Since then, there have been
numerous meta-analytic studies focusing on a variety of topics related to LMX (e.g., Chang et
al., 2020; Dulebohn et al., 2016; Liao & Hui, 2019; Young et al., 2021). Martin et al.’s (2016)
meta-analysis noted that there are strong theoretical underpinnings to LMX theory including role
theory (Graen, 1976; Graen & Scandura, 1987); social exchange theory, (Blau, 1964; Sparrowe
& Liden, 1997; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959); and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000), which support the direction of influence being from LMX to
performance. Martin et al.’s (2016) meta-analytic results confirmed this direction of influence.
Organ (1988) discovered that high-quality LMX relationships were associated with
employees who behave in ways that enhance the social and psychological context that supports
task performance, otherwise known as Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB). Hackett and
Lapierre (2004) used mean correlations among LMX, overall job satisfaction, affective
organizational commitment, and OCB from previously published meta-analyses to show that
overall job satisfaction partially mediates the relationship between LMX and OCB. Ilies et al.’s
(2007) meta-analysis also found a moderately strong, positive relationship between LMX and
OCB. They noted that LMX predicted individual-targeted citizenship behaviors more strongly
than it predicted organization-targeted citizenship behaviors (Ilies et al., 2007). These studies
demonstrate the value in studying LMX as it relates to boosting individual behaviors that are
important to the organization and impactful to performance.
Dulebohn et al. (2012) meta-analyzed 247 studies and found that LMX is a key mediator
between 21 antecedents and 16 consequences including employee performance, highlighting the
stronger role that leaders’ behavior and perceptions have on LMX relationships compared to
follower characteristics, interpersonal relationship characteristics, and contextual variables.
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Similarly, Martin et al.’s (2016) meta-analytic review found a positive relationship between
LMX quality and a multidimensional model of performance that includes task, citizenship, and
counterproductive performance. These meta-studies demonstrate the impact LMX has across
multiple performance measures while showing the importance of leader-focused variables as key
antecedents to LMX.
LMX’s relationship to job crafting. A positive relationship may exist between LMX
and job crafting among U.S. aerospace workers. High-quality LMX describes a relationship
between leader and member that is characterized by mutual trust and frequent exchanges that go
beyond formal job descriptions (Liden et al., 1997). Employees are provided with social and
emotional support, more autonomy, responsibilities, information and feedback, and participation
in decision making, while the follower reciprocates with increased effort (Graen & Scandura,
1987). This kind of reciprocity may trigger unexpected initiatives performed by the employee
(Liden & Graen, 1980) and an increased willingness to accept tasks that are not formally
prescribed (Liden et al., 1997). This reciprocity may induce employees to seek new challenging
job demands beyond the formal perimeters set by their employer (Berdicchia & Masino, 2017).
Seeking new job demands and pushing the perimeters set by the employee are characteristics of
job crafting (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Tims et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski
& Dutton, 2001), so one can expect LMX to affect job crafting.
LMX is expected to have an effect on job crafting, but this relationship has only been
examined in a small number of studies unrelated to U.S. workers (Babadağ, 2020; Li, 2015; Loi
et al., 2020; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Wang et al., 2020). As noted by Dulebohn et al. (2012),
leader variables explained the most variance in LMX quality. The leader is one of the most
important social influences on employee job crafting within organizations (Wang et al., 2020).
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According to the JD-R theory, leaders tend to have valuable job resources they can offer to
employees (Bavik et al., 2017; Nakamura et al., 2020). Specifically, leaders can promote job
crafting by providing resources and social support to employees which encourages employee job
crafting (Wang et al., 2016). Leaders promote employees’ organizational identification and build
a trusting, open, and supportive work climate to influence employee job crafting (Wang et al.,
2016). To increase subordinate’s organizational identification, a leader can explain what the
organization is accomplishing and why (Wang et al., 2016). By buying into the goals of the
organization and adopting them as their own, subordinates may use this cognitive perception to
justify their own job-crafting behaviors (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
According to LMX theory (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), employees who feel like they have
a good relationship with their leader should feel a part of the “in-group.” Employees who are a
part of the in-group feel as though they have more access to resources on the job (Byun et al.,
2017; Hackett et al., 2020; Martin et al., 2018). Therefore, one may expect that employee
perceptions of higher LMX quality correlate with more employee job crafting. In support of this,
Li (2015) found in a study of Chinese employees, that employees who perceived that they have
high-quality LMX-relationships with their leader job crafted more often. Those with high-quality
LMX relationships overcame relational constraints more easily than those with low-quality LMX
relationships, allowing them greater opportunities to job craft (Li, 2015).
However, many factors influencing job crafting, so the literature provides some mixed
results. In related studies, Loi et al. (2020) indicated a positive relationship between LMX and
job crafting in hotel service employees in eastern China. Radstaak and Hennes (2017) found
mixed results, depending on aspects of job crafting from the JD-R perspective, due to the effect
of various social factors on job crafting that are “complex and uncertain.” By studying mail and
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parcels company employees in the Netherlands, they determined that LMX was significantly
associated with increasing social job resources (β = 0.32, p < 0.001) but not associated with
increasing structural job resources (β = 0.01, p = 0.92) (Radstaak & Hennes, 2017). LMX was
positively associated with increasing challenging job demands (β = 0.16, p = 0.02) and
marginally significantly associated with decreasing hindering job demands (β = -0.11, p = 0.06)
(Radstaak & Hennes, 2017). Babadağ (2020) found that LMX quality positively affected job
crafting among middle-school teachers in a city in Turkey. Interestingly, he also noted that
perceived supervisor support had a mediating role. More research is needed to know if the results
would be similar in the U.S. and in other industries.
Additional research is needed to understand the effects of LMX on job crafting in the
U.S. aerospace industry since it is an area that has not been studied. The evidence presented
above suggests that LMX affects task performance and has other benefits. However, there is
value in conducting additional research on how LMX relates to job crafting in the United States,
as much of the supporting research originates in other cultures and has mixed results that depend
on the context. For instance, LMX is a popular area of study in western cultures, but a lot of the
research is conducted in other countries with Asian workers. Researchers must consider the
cultural aspects of where the data were collected before relating findings to other contexts.
Relationship perceptions from Asia and other parts of the world involve more collectivistic and
higher power-distance cultures that may not generalize to Western cultures (Anand et al., 2011).
As an example, Rockstuhl et al. (2012) meta-analyzed the role of national culture in moderating
relationships between LMX and its correlates. Using 282 independent samples from 23
countries, they demonstrate how relationships of LMX with OCB, justice perceptions, job
satisfaction, turnover intentions, and leader trust are stronger in horizontal-individualistic
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(Western) contexts than in vertical-collectivistic (Asian) context (Rockstuhl et al., 2012).
Interestingly, they also noted national culture did not affect relationships of LMX with task
performance, organizational commitment, and transformational leadership. Their findings
highlight the impacts national culture has on LMX relationship perceptions and their effects.
While subordinates/members were found to be universally sensitive to how their leaders treat
them, Asian employee responses may also be influenced more by collective interests and rolebased obligations (Rockstuhl et al., 2012). This means certain findings drawn from non-Western
cultures should be retested to see if they generalize to different contexts.
Although there have been some mixed results in the limited research in this area, for U.S.
aerospace companies, this relationship should be positive because supervisors capable of
building high-quality relationships with their employees based on trust, respect and loyalty foster
a positive, fulfilling work-related state of mind among subordinates, and that these employees
are more willing to proactively craft a challenging and resourceful work environment (Radstaak
& Hennes, 2017). This suggests that a positive relationship exists between LMX and job crafting
among U.S. aerospace workers. To test this, a point of view for conceptualizing and measuring
both LMX and job crafting must be selected.
Conceptualizing and evaluating LMX from the employee perspective. LMX can be
evaluated from different perspectives and with different approaches to measurement that must be
considered when theorizing about the relationships between LMX and other constructs, such as
job crafting (Joseph et al., 2011). Ways to measure LMX evolved over time, resulting in multiple
scales that can be used in different ways depending on the research question (Schriesheim et al.,
1999; Keller & Dansereau, 2001). This dissertation is focused on understanding employee
behaviors based on their perceptions. The literature shows that there are four perspectives by
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which LMX can be theoretically and empirically evaluated, based on who is doing the perceiving
and whose support (understanding, help, recognition, etc.) is being considered (Joseph et al.,
2011). The LMX 7 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) is the most widely used scale to measure LMX.
The questions in the LMX 7 measure can be adjusted to convey the four perspectives outlined in
Joseph et al. (2011): 1) the leader’s perceptions of how supported they feel by the subordinate, 2)
the leader’s perspective of how they support their subordinate, 3) the subordinate’s perspective
of how much they support their leader, and 4) the subordinate’s perspective of how much their
leader supports them.
In this dissertation, LMX is evaluated from the employee’s perspective, consistent with
Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) recommendations for evaluating the subordinate’s perception that
their leader understands their needs, recognizes their potential, and in other ways demonstrates
that they care for the subordinate. Dulebohn et al. (2012) suggested that the leader’s behavior is
the most important factor affecting employee perception of LMX since the quality of LMX is
mostly influenced by the leader’s support, rewards, and feedback in encouraging members’
success.
The effects of LMX on different forms of job crafting. This section explains why
LMX should have a positive effect on job crafting among U.S. aerospace HRO employees, as it
did in previous research in other countries across other types of jobs (Babadağ, 2020; Li, 2015;
Loi et al., 2020; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Wang et al., 2020). The reviewed literature,
summarized below, demonstrates how LMX should affect each subcategory of job crafting using
the role-based perspective.
Employees are expected to task craft more when they perceive higher-quality LMX
relationships with their leader, since they are more likely to feel empowered by their leaders with
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increased authority to add, emphasize, and redesign tasks (Yang et al., 2017). Empowering
leaders are expected to enable more job crafting since they create an environment where
employees are comfortable crafting tasks as needed (Ahearne et al., 2005; Amundsen &
Martinsen, 2014; Arnold et al., 2000; Kim & Beehr, 2017; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). The
additional emotional support, autonomy, responsibilities, information and feedback, and
participation in decision making offered by a high-quality relationship with the leader (Graen &
Scandura, 1987) should provide more opportunities to task craft (Berdicchia & Masino, 2017;
Liden et al., 1997; Liden & Graen, 1980). Therefore, task crafting should increase with highquality LMX.
Relational crafting should also be higher when relations with leaders are characterized by
high-quality LMX relationships. In a study of participants working for a leading mail and parcels
company in the Netherlands, LMX was significantly associated with increasing social job
resources (Radstaak & Hennes, 2017). As a reminder, social job resources are emotional and
instrumental support coming from supervisors and colleagues that may help employees attain
their personal objectives (Blanco-Donoso et al., 2017; Demerouti, 2014; Demerouti et al., 2001).
This means that social job resources are not just derived from the leaders, but from networking
with others in the work environment. Jobs and employees are embedded in a workplace where
employees must negotiate with their supervisors, colleagues, or clients to craft their jobs (Berg,
Wrzesniewski, et al., 2010). Employees with good relationships with supervisors have more
resources and information to make job-related decisions, more mentoring, and more authority to
influence other people (fewer relational constraints) (Li, 2015). Therefore, high-quality LMX
should be positively related to relational crafting since the leader is creating an environment in
which the employee can network and seek help or guidance as needed.
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Since cognitive crafting is difficult to isolate on a daily basis as a separate behavior and
not fully accepted in the literature as a quantitatively measured separate construct (Bruning &
Campion, 2019; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Wang et al., 2020;
Zhang & Parker, 2019), no hypotheses are offered for this subdimension of role-based job
crafting in this dissertation. Overall role-based job crafting refers to the combination of task,
relational, and cognitive crafting into one higher-order conceptualization of role-based job
crafting based on Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original concept of job crafting (Bruning &
Campion, 2019; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Employees with higherquality LMX relationships will have increased feedback and information from the leader
(Hackett et al., 2020; Hackett & Lapierre, 2004; Martin et al., 2016), which might enable more
cognitive crafting by influencing how the employees thinks about their purpose and goals. As
cognitive crafting behaviors are factored in with increased task and relational crafting to form
overall role-based job crafting, I expect that higher LMX will also positively affect overall rolebased job crafting.
H1a: High-quality LMX is positively related to task crafting.
H1b: High-quality LMX is positively related to relational crafting.
H1c: High-quality LMX is positively related to overall role-based job crafting.
Importance of Creating a Fun Work Environment and Ebullient Supervision
In addition to the quality of relationships leaders have with their subordinates, another
factor that leaders may use to influence employee job crafting is creating a fun work
environment. Leaders who are seen as creating a fun environment may be able to increase
employee job-crafting behaviors. To no one’s surprise, academic literature and best-practice
trade reports show the value in having fun at work as compared with having a bad work
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environment (Ford et al., 2019). But what about effects from employee perceptions of leaders’
efforts at making fun environments? Is trying to create an enjoyable workplace useful since the
work itself may not always be enjoyable? Fun environments are expected to have positive effects
for the organization by fulfilling basic human needs and desires (Glasser, 1999). Successful
business executives have touted that leaders who behave and act in ways that help create a fun
work environment can produce positive outcomes for both their employees and organizations
(Ford et al., 2019). Managers can benefit by understanding if their efforts to create fun
environments affect their LMX relationships with employees and employees’ job crafting.
For years, researchers have attempted to fully define and investigate the benefits of a fun
work environment, finding favorable impacts on performance, employee turnover, job
satisfaction, organizational culture, and employee organizational commitment (Ford et al., 2003;
Karl et al., 2008; Karl & Peluchette, 2006; Peluchette & Karl, 2005; Tews et al., 2013, 2014). A
fun workplace has been shown to be positively related to OCB, and individuals having fun at
work were likely to be more engaged in their work and exhibit greater creative performance
(Fluegge-Woolf, 2014). Organizations where employees are having fun had an easier time
recruiting and retaining employees, had higher-levels of mutual trust, and fewer complaints
about boredom (Alexander et al., 1989).
What is fun? There is little consensus, unfortunately, regarding the exact meaning of
‘fun’ (Blythe & Hassenzahl, 2004). The best definitions include elements of activity, enjoyment,
pleasure, and frivolity, and are associated with the idea of play (Costea et al., 2005; Dandridge,
1986). The difficulty in pinpointing a definition of fun is that fun can mean different things to
different people. Various organizations can even shape what “fun” may be. Plester (2009) found
that organizational culture had a significant effect on fun in the workplace. Her research suggests
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that fun boundaries are constructed within the organization and are influenced by industry and
societal expectations. She found that in more “formal” companies, boundaries for humor and fun
activities were narrower, which constrained humorous activities. An “informal” company had
wider boundaries, which resulted in humor activities that were more unrestrained, creating an
idiosyncratic company identity (Plester, 2009). The terms “formality and informality” describe
both organizational structural components and organizational social activity (Morand, 1995).
Boundaries frame “the outer limit of what one sees as allowable, understandable or feasible”
(Paulsen & Hernes, 2003, p. 303). These limits enable and constrain workplace fun. It is
important for an organization to set appropriate boundaries regarding fun activities as activities
that some see as fun can potentially misfire and cause offense or disharmony (Plester, 2009). An
effective manager will provide controls and boundaries and set an example for the organization.
Warren and Fineman (2006) observe that managers may also control content and boundaries of
fun in an attempt to offer workplace diversions to boost productivity. This implies the
importance of a leader’s actions as it relates to managing or enabling certain fun activities.
The environment that is created from a leader’s actions impacts how the employee relates
to the manager and other members, thus determining if they feel accepted. Personal and cultural
definitions of fun and humor may lead to the formation of various factions in the workplace.
Similar to concepts used in LMX theory to explain how groups are formed around shared
interests (Hackett et al., 2020), Ashforth and Mael (1989) explain how groups can form their
identity around humor, leading to groupings based on those that that do or do not participate in a
group-defined humorous or fun activity. Employees are either in or out of the humor-defined
group. The existence of an out-group strengthens the in-group, and awareness of the out-group
reinforces in-group identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). In one study, those that criticized a group
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for their offensive humor were quickly disparaged as out-group members who do not get jokes,
while the in-group simultaneously felt a stronger sense of connection and unity (Plester, 2009).
At the extreme, taking part in humor at the edge of its boundaries also facilitates group identity
through the social ritual of laughter (Terrion & Ashforth, 2002). Again, this illustrates the
importance of a leader taking an active role in exemplifying and enabling a professional “fun”
culture for the organization if he or she hopes to mitigate negative impacts from the formation of
inappropriate and divisive factions or cliques. It also hints at an important lesson on inclusion
and the role a leader can play in the formation of in-groups and out-groups.
The abusive supervisor. Wang et al. (2020) demonstrated that supportive, positive
leadership styles play an important role in driving employee job-crafting behaviors that managers
want, whereas destructive leadership styles have detrimental effects. Unfortunately, much of the
existing research focuses on negative outcomes stemming from supervisors creating a negative
environment for employees. More evidence must be gathered on how a leader’s efforts to create
fun environments impact job crafting. Until then, researchers can only glean knowledge from the
existing literature on abusive supervisors and infer that non-abusive leaders striving to create fun
environments may have opposite effects.
Job crafting has the potential to counter effects of bad environments caused by abusive
supervisors. For instance, it buffers the detrimental effect of abusive supervision on employee
emotional exhaustion caused by the negative environment (Huang et al., 2020). Common
destructive supervisor behaviors are not physical but instead include angry outbursts, public
ridiculing, taking credit for subordinates’ successes, and scapegoating subordinates (Keashly et
al., 1994). Scholars use different labels to refer to these behaviors including petty tyranny
(Ashforth, 2009), supervisor aggression (Schat et al., 2006), and supervisor undermining (Duffy
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et al., 2002), but much of the literature concerning the subject uses the term “abusive
supervision” (Tepper, 2000). The accepted definition of an abusive supervisor is one who
engages in “the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical
contact” as perceived by a subordinate at a specific point in time (Tepper, 2007, p. 178).
Different subordinates may perceive the same behavior differently or the same subordinate could
perceive behavior another way depending on context (Tepper, 2007). Such negative leadership is
associated with lower job and life satisfaction, lower normative and affective commitment, and
higher continuance commitment, conflict between work and family, and psychological distress
(Tepper, 2000). In a meta-analysis of the consequences of abusive supervision, Zhang and Liao
(2015) found that abusive supervision was related to subordinates’ attitudes, well-being,
organizational-justice perceptions, workplace behaviors, performance, and family-related
outcomes. Abusive supervisors elicited many detrimental effects in employees causing them to
withdraw helpful behaviors and decrease task performance, while reducing their commitments
and identification to the organization, and increased deviant behaviors which caused numerous
economic costs (Zhang & Liao, 2015).
Organizations must also be concerned with any vengeful actions and coping strategies an
employee may take in response to an abusive supervisor, such as resentment toward the
supervisor or deviant payback actions and retaliatory behavioral problems (Zhang & Liao, 2015).
Of the various coping mechanisms in response to an abusive supervisor, an employee may resort
to job crafting in ways that are not in the interest of the organization. Job crafting is one way an
employee can react to abusive supervision to achieve their goal of minimizing damage done by
the abuse or change perspectives or tasks to achieve desired outcomes (Masood & Karakowsky,
2019). This implies that a leader is more likely to improve an organization by minimizing his or
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her abusive behaviors and instead attempt to create a fun environment for employees to foster
job crafting in ways that are beneficial. However, this has not been explicitly examined in past
research.
The ebullient supervisor. A supervisor who creates a fun work environment by enabling
the types of activities and actions that employees enjoy is known as an “ebullient supervisor”
(Ford et al., 2019). Such a leader does this by structuring employee-favorable social,
interpersonal, or task activities at work, and these actions act as a conduit enabling a fun work
environment by providing the resources desired by employees (Ford et al., 2019). Dr. Robert
Ford and his colleagues found beneficial outcomes stemming from leaders who create fun work
environments for employees (like improving turnover rates, productivity, absenteeism, speed of
learning, organizational commitment, and communication among employees), using scales they
developed to measure ebullient supervision (Ford et al., 2003; Ford et al., 2019).
Ebullient supervision grew out of research that studied how HR managers identified what
a supervisor might do to create a fun setting (Collison et al., 2002). From this it was determined
that a fun leader was not necessarily a boisterous leader who only focuses on meaningless
mandated fun activities (Ford et al., 2003). Instead, Ford and his colleagues’ (2019) suggest that
behaviors that typify the ebullient supervisor include greeting employees in passing, using a
cheerful tone when speaking with subordinates, and trying to make people laugh. Fun enablers
were willing to do routine tasks, put people at ease, smiled when subordinates entered the office,
found reasons to celebrate and praised individual successes. The researchers developed a scale to
measure observable behaviors like these and found that ebullient supervision had positive
outcomes for the organization (Ford et al., 2019). It was strongly associated with job satisfaction
(r = .44), work engagement (r = .44), and organizational citizenship behaviors (r = .24) and
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negatively associated with intention to leave (r = −0.33). No other published research on
ebullient supervision was found at the time of this review.
Possible Effects of Ebullient Supervision on LMX
Ebullient supervision may be a way for leaders to improve the quality of their LMX
relationships with their subordinates. Research demonstrates that employees are more willing to
proactively craft a challenging and resourceful work experience when supervisors build highquality LMX relationships with their employees based on trust, respect and loyalty (Radstaak &
Hennes, 2017). One efficient and effective way of doing that might be to make an effort to
satisfy an employee’s need for an enjoyable experience at work, since fun is an important need
(Glasser, 1999). This section explains why ebullient supervisors are likely to create higher
quality LMX relationships with subordinates, and, thereby making subordinates more
comfortable job crafting since they may feel that the supervisor will support them if they craft
their jobs.
Ebullient supervision is a new area of research and none of the literature on the topic
pertains to LMX. Because there is no literature on the relationship between ebullient supervision
and LMX, I looked at how transformational leaders impact employee relationships, since both
types of leaders are known to provide resources desired by employees through their actions and
deeds, like providing supportive environments and using humor (Brown & Keeping, 2005; Ford
et al., 2019; Mao et al., 2017). High-quality LMX has long been associated with transformational
leader behaviors (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Wayne et al., 1997). One of transformational
leadership’s key dimensions is idealized influence (Wang et al., 2017). Also known as
“charisma”, this is the degree to which a leader behaves in admirable ways that cause followers
to identify with the leader (Judge & Piccolo, 2004, p. 755). Charismatic leaders display

59

conviction, take stands, and appeal to followers on an emotional level (Judge & Piccolo, 2004),
much like ebullient supervisors who make overt efforts to create a fun work environment by
recognizing employee accomplishments, making people laugh, inspiring enthusiasm, and putting
people at ease (Ford et al., 2019). Charismatic leaders display other behaviors similar to ebullient
supervisors (Ford et al., 2019), such as being supportive, delegating, and leading by example, as
shown in a meta-analytic review of charismatic leadership (Banks et al., 2017). Such behaviors
are predictors of LMX (O’Donnell et al., 2012). Many authors agree that charismatic leaders
exercise “intense social influence” over others by displaying their values, beliefs, and unique
behaviors (House, 1999). Social influences, like those projected by charismatic leaders, may
affect employee job crafting. Since ebullient supervisors display similar behaviors as
transformational (charismatic) leaders, one can expect employees to have comparable
perceptions of an ebullient supervisor.
Liking the leader. Ebullient supervisors may share similar traits with transformational
and charismatic leaders that may affect how much an employee likes the leader. By recognizing
personal milestones, planning social events, celebrating achievements, creating opportunities for
volunteerism, enabling stress-relief activities (games, humor, friendly competitions), and
planning opportunities for personal development and office entertainment (Ford et al., 2019),
employees of ebullient supervisors should feel a sense of belonging and may even “like” their
supervisors (Dulebohn et al., 2016). Employees who like their leader perceive that they have
many positive qualities, are personally more satisfied at work, and perform better than those who
do not like their leader as well (Martinko et al., 2018; McAllister et al., 2019). The ebullient
supervisor is displaying similar characteristics as a charismatic leader and what Podsakoff et al.
(1990) described as transformational leadership behaviors (like providing an appropriate model,
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fostering acceptance of group goals, performance expectations, individualized support, and
intellectual stimulation). Lewter and Lord (1992) and Brown and Keeping (2005) both found that
employee “liking” scores towards their supervisor were significantly correlated with
transformational leadership in both lab and organizational settings (Dulebohn et al., 2016).
Therefore, employees who perceive their leader as “ebullient” should feel a sense of belonging to
the team and “like” their supervisors since ebullient supervisors are likely displaying behaviors
employees would enjoy, similar to some transformational and charismatic behaviors. Ebullient
supervision may increase the chances that the employee will like the supervisor, which should
increase the LMX quality of the relationship, since “liking” represents a measure of interpersonal
attraction and perceptions from an organizational psychology perspective (Tsui & Barry, 1986).
A number of studies have demonstrated that liking is a strong determinant of important
work-related outcomes, including higher-quality LMX relationships (Dulebohn et al., 2012).
Prior research has reported high correlations between liking and LMX (Dulebohn et al., 2016;
Engle & Lord, 1997; Harris et al., 2011; Wayne & Ferris, 1990). For example, Wisse and
Rietzschel (2014) discovered that employees liked leaders who shared similar humor styles as
the employee. Furthermore, the same study noted how followers perceived their relationship with
their leader to be of higher quality (LMX) when managers expressed themselves in ways that
were humorous (Wisse & Rietzschel, 2014). Mao and colleagues (2017) found that leaders’
humor is positively related to subordinates’ perceptions of transformational leadership, described
above as having common traits with ebullient supervisors. This shows that employees generally
like leaders who share humor at work (characteristics of ebullient supervisors) which leads to
perceptions of higher-level LMX.
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Since ebullient supervisors display similar behaviors to transformational leaders to create
a fun environment, such as using humor at work (Ford et al., 2003; Ford et al., 2019; Tews et al.,
2013), and transformational leaders displaying ebullient-type behaviors are shown to be liked by
their employees (Brown & Keeping, 2005; Lewter & Lord, 1992), it is likely that an employee
will “like” leaders rated highly in ebullient supervision. Since employees who perceive that their
leaders are high in ebullient supervision are likely to like their leaders more, and since liking a
leader is correlated with high LMX (Brown & Keeping, 2005; Dulebohn et al., 2016; Engle &
Lord, 1997; Lewter & Lord, 1992; Wayne & Ferris, 1990), this suggests that employees who
perceive that their supervisors display higher levels of ebullient supervision will perceive that
they have higher-quality LMX relationships with the leader.
H2: Employee perceptions of their leader’s ebullient supervision are positively related to
employee perceptions of higher-quality LMX relationships with the leader.
Ebullient Supervision and Job Crafting
Displaying ebullient supervision behaviors may be an inexpensive, effective, easy, and
noninvasive way for leaders to improve employee job crafting. Organizations will need evidence
showing if and how ebullient supervision affects job crafting, especially HROs which demand
empirical verification and detailed supportive data before implementing change (Cantu et al.,
2020; Enya et al., 2019). The effects of ebullient supervision on job crafting have not been
studied in any industry and should be examined in the context of aerospace HROs because of the
uniqueness of the industry.
Ebullient supervision and job crafting have similar beneficial outcomes like improved
employee psychological well-being, higher job performance, job satisfaction, commitment,
innovation, and lower turnover intentions (Bakker et al., 2012; Ford et al., 2019; Lazazzara et al.,
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2020; Yang et al., 2017), as well as higher work engagement (Petrou et al., 2012; Radstaak &
Hennes, 2017). Job crafting that benefits an organization is dependent on having an environment
supportive of job crafting and leaders can help create that supportive environment (Wang et al.,
2016). One possible way is through their efforts to create a fun work environment.
Bakker et al. (2020) recently examined job crafting and playful work design (the active
creation of conditions at work that foster play) among Norwegian naval cadets. They evaluated
the impact on job performance of each of the three job crafting strategies proposed by JD-R
theory – increasing challenge job demands, increasing job resources, and reducing job demands;
then introduced playful work design as a new proactive behavioral strategy to optimize job
performance (Bakker et al., 2020). The premise was that enabling a playful work experience
(through fun and competition), makes otherwise difficult and stressful work more interesting and
challenging so employees stay focused and perform well. They found that by proactively
changing the work tasks and the psychological experience of work, employees set goals and
connected with others, thereby making work activities more interesting and meaningful (Bakker
et al., 2020). While the researchers did not directly measure perceptions of fun environments and
job crafting, the authors noted that having the freedom to be playful and by crafting their jobs as
needed, the cadets improved performance (Bakker et al., 2020).
Ebullient supervisors create fun environments in which employees can be playful (Ford et
al., 2019). As such, ebullient supervisors are leaders that employees are expected to like
(Dulebohn et al., 2016). Ebullient supervisors will likely create more fun, inclusive, and
supportive environments, thereby avoiding the negative effects associated with abusive
supervisors and poor work environments (Blythe & Hassenzahl, 2004; Huang et al., 2020;
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Terrion & Ashforth, 2002). Supportive work environments are more likely to promote job
crafting that benefits the organization (Lazazzara et al., 2020).
U.S. aerospace technical industrial base industries function as HROs. With the proper
management of people, technology and processes, such organizations can handle complex and
hazardous activities at acceptable levels of performance (Youngberg, 2004). Since “deference to
expertise” is a hallmark characteristic of these industries (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001), managers
will rely heavily on the experience and decisions of their subordinates. Employees typically have
more expertise in their tasks than the leaders who assign and initially specify the work, so
positive job crafting is essential for success of the organization. Leaders in these environments
can improve an organization by avoiding abusive behaviors and managing in ways that create
fun, supportive environments for employees, thus minimizing avoidance (or negative) job
crafting (Higgins, 1998, 1997; Huang et al., 2020). Unfortunately, as discussed earlier,
determining what job crafting behaviors are positive or negative requires qualitative data
gathering and longitudinal study (Bipp & Demerouti, 2015; Bruning & Campion, 2018;
Lazazzara et al., 2020). Specific avoidance crafting is difficult to measure quantitatively because
employees can avoidance craft through inaction and withdrawal (Bruning & Campion, 2018).
While effects may be seen in higher overall job-crafting scores, follow-up studies outside the
scope of this dissertation must be done to demonstrate whether ebullient supervisors promote
positive job crafting over avoidance-crafting behaviors, as none of the validated measures of job
crafting differentiate between the two. However, since avoidance crafting can lead to reduced
tasks and social relationships (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Zhang & Parker, 2019) by creating a
fun environment, an ebullient supervisor may foster positive job crafting and minimize
avoidance crafting, which is expected to drive higher overall job-crafting scores. Primarily,
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ebullient supervisors promote a more supportive, enjoyable work environment (Ford et al., 2019)
and when the employee feels like they are supported by their leadership in positive
environments, they job craft more often in desired ways (Lazazzara et al., 2020).
To examine if this happens in aerospace HROs, overall role-based job crafting, as well as
task crafting and relational crafting, will be evaluated separately as before. Because the focus of
this research is on its applicability to practitioners and it is difficult to validly measure cognitive
crafting as an independent construct, as discussed earlier, no hypothesis is developed for the
relationship between ebullient supervision and cognitive crafting. Ebullient supervisors help
create more comfortable, supportive work environments (Bakker et al., 2020; Blythe &
Hassenzahl, 2004; Ford et al., 2019; Tews et al., 2014) that promote task crafting (Lazazzara et
al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019) by helping employees feel confident changing job tasks as
needed while minimizing inaction and withdrawal (Bruning & Campion, 2018). Employees who
have ebullient supervisors are expected to relational craft more because playful environments
inspire employees to connect with others (Bakker et al., 2020). Additionally, research
demonstrates that playful environments make stressful work activities more interesting and
meaningful (Bakker et al., 2020). Employees seem to change the way they perceive their job if
the work is enjoyable. This suggests that employee cognitive crafting will increase with higher
levels of ebullient supervision, which will factor into overall job crafting as it is difficult to
observe cognitive crafting behaviors (Bruning & Campion, 2019; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick,
2013; Zhang & Parker, 2019). This suggests that:
H3a: Employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to
task crafting.
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H3b: Employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to
relational crafting.
H3c: Employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to overall
role-based job crafting.
LMX as a Mediator
In addition to its direct effect on job crafting, ebullient supervision should positively
affect job crafting by way of LMX partially mediating the relationship between ebullient
supervision and job crafting. Other studies have demonstrated that LMX acts as a mediator
between leaders’ behaviors and organizationally desirable outcomes (Dulebohn et al., 2012;
Gerstner & Day, 1997; Hackett & Lapierre, 2004; Ilies et al., 2007; Liden et al., 2000; Martin et
al., 2016). Numerous meta-analyses have shown that high-quality LMX is an important
antecedent to organizational citizenship behaviors and other organizationally beneficial
employee behaviors, thus improving various performance measures as a mediator in the
relationships (Byun et al., 2017; Dulebohn et al., 2016; Ilies et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2016;
Meyer et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Rockstuhl et al., 2012; Schriesheim et al., 1999). When
employees perceive that their leaders are high in ebullient supervision, they are likely to feel that
their relationships with the leaders are of higher-quality LMX, as was described in Hypothesis 2.
In addition, supervisors who build high-quality relationships with their employees based on trust,
respect and loyalty (high-quality LMX) foster positive, fulfilling work-related attitudes among
subordinates, so these employees are more likely to engage in job crafting to proactively craft a
challenging and resourceful work environment, as described in Hypothesis 1. Therefore, I
hypothesize that LMX will mediate the relationship between ebullient supervision and job
crafting for both task and relationship crafting, as well as overall job crafting.
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H4a: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and task crafting.
H4b: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and relational crafting.
H4c: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and overall role-based job crafting.
Gender Influences
Although some antecedents of job crafting are better understood, there is little agreement
about how social factors, such as gender, influence employees’ abilities and motivations to job
craft (Daly, 2019). Gender pertains to the socially constructed differences between men and
women (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Gilmore, 1990) and “is an ever-present force within
organizations” (Daly, 2019, p. 24). These differences have major implications for U.S. aerospace
technical industrial base-related organizations, which employ large numbers of people in the
science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) workforce to support their innovation
capacity and global competitive advantage. Women are vastly underrepresented in many STEM
jobs, despite representing half of the broader workforce (Beede et al., 2011). Attracting and
keeping more women in the aerospace industry should be important to aerospace managers in
HROs since the industry is plagued with STEM workforce challenges due to shortages of
qualified workers and managers (Marren et al., 2018). More women in the workplace can also
help improve how employees work together to solve problems (Hong & Hwang, 2012) and can
lead to higher profit and performance when women are in positions of leadership (Hoobler et al.,
2018). Job-crafting research often simply controls for gender despite it being a predominant issue
within organizational sciences, thus limiting knowledge on how and why individuals engage in
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job crafting (Daly, 2019). This dissertation tested for the effects of gender to provide information
to help combat aerospace workforce challenges.
Gendered stereotypes, culture, role models, competition, risk aversion, and competing
interests all contribute to the STEM gender gap (Kahn & Ginther, 2017). This is disappointing,
not only from a social equality perspective, but also for workforce optimization and
performance-enhancement. The value of gender diversity on firm performance and workforce
wellbeing is well documented (Campbell & Mínguez-Vera, 2008; Gul et al., 2011; Hoobler et
al., 2018; Levi et al., 2014; Post & Byron, 2015). However, there is limited empirical evidence
about the interaction of gender with job crafting, LMX, and ebullient supervision. Research on
gender and job crafting has yielded contradictory results and typically treats gender as a control
variable or afterthought. In the only meta-analysis of job crafting that looked at the effects of
gender, Rudolph et al. (2017) identified 122 empirical resource-based job-crafting studies and
found that women engaged in job crafting slightly more than men (r = 0.027). Their metaanalysis did not analyze research from role-based perspectives or categorize task, relational, or
cognitive crafting as types of job crafting, instead choosing to subdivide job crafting into
structural, social, challenging, and hindering types (Rudolph et al., 2017). The authors remark on
the limitations of the study and recommend further research to examine possible moderators,
mediators and boundary conditions that affect the relationship between gender and job crafting.
The effects of gender have been neglected in the job crafting literature, yet gender provides
potential meaningful information related to employees’ ability to and motivations for job crafting
(Daly, 2019). More information is especially needed on gender effects from role-based
perspectives, which measure task and relational crafting.
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For the purposes of this study, gender is limited to male and female and does not
differentiate or test between biological sex and gender identity, consistent with past research.
Men and women are often lumped into categories based on gender norms (Daly, 2019). Gender
norms are perceived attributes of men and women prescribing expected roles and behaviors
based upon gender (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Individuals deduce common traits from their
observations of men and women’s behaviors, which are reinforced in society, resulting in
stereotypes (Wood & Eagly, 2012). These perceptions shape assumed attributes assigned to
individuals (Bakan, 1966). Thus, gender norms have a big influence on individuals’ behavior and
the way that behavior is perceived by others in the workplace (Daly, 2019; Diekman & Eagly,
2000; Levi et al., 2014; Wood & Eagly, 2012).
Researchers offer different perspectives on the effects of gender and gender norms on job
crafting. Researchers van Hooff and van Hooft (2014) report that women were more likely than
men to craft by increasing structural job resources (like learning new things at work) and
challenging job demands (such as asking for challenging assignments). However, Petrou et al.
(2016) found that men were more likely to engage in job crafting overall.
In a recent study, Daly (2019) found differences in job-crafting behaviors based on
gender. Females undertook job-crafting behaviors for social purposes more than males. “Social
resources” refers to support, feedback and coaching available to employees (Tims et al., 2012).
Using semi-structured interviews, Daly (2019) determined that women seek to enhance social
resources for two main reasons. First, women did this as a means to seek mentorship from their
superiors, thus furthering their abilities and to communicate and achieve personal goals. This
provided opportunities to access more challenging activities they found engaging at work (Daly,
2019). Second, women job craft to expand their networks to compete with men who tend to have
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larger established networks (Daly, 2019). These findings point to the importance of relationshipbuilding as a reason why women job craft. Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to
gather data from a resource-based perspective. However, Daly (2019) drew conclusions without
collecting data that empirically differentiated task from relational crafting. The study was also
conducted using a random sample from the general population of people who had jobs, so it is
impossible to draw accurate conclusions for any particular industry (Daly, 2019). Further
research within a singular type of industry could have implications for theory on the effects of
gender on job crafting since the setting could be a factor (Daly, 2019).
The disproportionate social benefits afforded to men, as touched on by Daly (2019),
could be a reason why women might job craft more than men in aerospace-related industries.
Research describing the barriers created by male-dominated social networks is extensive and
shows that women experience reduced levels of workplace assistance, limited access to social
events, fewer promotion opportunities, and reduced access to information and resources (Bird,
1996; Liff & Cameron, 1997; McGuire, 2002; Phillips, 1983; Sang et al., 2014). NASA is a
prime example of an aerospace HRO (Casler, 2014) that has gender challenges. The aerospace
industry is historically male-dominated as seen in the NASA-inspired 2016 theatrical release
Hidden Figures. While significant progress has occurred at NASA since the 1960s, women still
only make up a third of NASA’s workforce, and comprise just 28 percent of senior executives
and 16 percent of senior scientific employees (Davenport, 2019). This disproportion could make
social networking more challenging for women than men. People become embedded within
relationship networks based on social interactions that provide support, opportunities, and
influence (Loury, 2005). Social networks are often built around homogenous groups sharing
similar beliefs, behaviors, and social outlooks (Daly, 2019). As a result, many individuals prefer
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same-gendered interaction within organizations (Blau, 1977; Chatman & O’Reilly, 2004). Job
crafting is expected to be an effective way for women to increase their social resources in such
situations (Daly, 2019), which would be especially useful in an industry as historically maledominated as the U.S. aerospace industry.
Women and men differ in how they have to balance job and family demands, which may
also create gender differences in job crafting. Men who become fathers receive financial and
social benefits at work due to the perceived increased responsibilities, versus women who (as
mothers) have more disadvantages to overcome (Grimshaw & Rubery, 2015). Among the
possible social benefits fathers receive at work (like being viewed as stable, responsible, and
trustworthy) there is evidence that suggests fathers enjoy a wage premium compared to men
without children (Grimshaw & Rubery, 2015). Conversely, mothers may be perceived as less
competent than non-mothers and thus discriminated against (Correll et al., 2007). Blau and Kahn
(2017) found that motherhood can deter employers from investing in training and development
opportunities. Employers may expect that mothers will have more constraints on work schedules
and travel, and reluctance to be promoted to more demanding, time consuming, jobs (Blau &
Kahn, 2017). Women may have to adjust their tasks, relationships, and the way they think about
their job more than men in male-dominated industries in order to overcome these disparities, thus
potentially creating gendered differences in all three types of role-based job crafting.
According to aforementioned meta-analysis, the preponderance of the evidence (which is
limited to resource-based literature) shows that overall, women engage in job crafting to a
slightly greater extent than men in many industries (Rudolph et al., 2017). Women may
therefore, job craft more than men in aerospace HROs as well, particularly given the culture of
the industry. Past research has not established if they will craft more than men across multiple
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types of role-based job crafting, since resource-based perspectives do not differentiate between
task crafting and relational crafting and do not include cognitive crafting in overall job-crafting
scores. Research on the effects of gender on role-based job crafting has been very limited and not
always applicable to U.S. industries like aerospace HROs. For instance, studying the faculty of a
public university in the Albaha province of Saudi Arabia, Alghamdi (2018) found that men
exhibited higher levels of task-crafting behaviors, while females exhibited more relational and
cognitive crafting. Conversely, Kim and Lee (2016), in a study of sales consultants in South
Korea found that male employees demonstrated more relational and cognitive job crafting, while
female employees engaged in more task crafting. Neither study was done in the United States or
in an HRO or in an aerospace industry. Thus, existing research is both conflicting and not
generalizable to U.S. aerospace firms.
Nonetheless, one can try and predict what behavior patterns may be seen based on the
literature above concerning structural job resources, social resources, and challenging job
demands and apply it to role-based categorizations. Overcoming barriers in a historically maledominated environment may necessitate higher levels of job-crafting activities across all three
role-based components (task, relational and cognitive). Job tasks may become more effective if
crafted by females since tasks have been shaped by male-dominated group thinking for so long
(Olson et al., 2007; Robert et al., 2018; Tasheva & Hillman, 2019). Relational crafting should be
necessary for women more than men, since they have greater need to extend their network in
order to gather the required social resources and find appropriate mentors. Additionally, females
may need to change the way they think about the job (establish more goals, find motivation to
overcome unique challenges, seek greater purpose and meaning) more than men since women
have additional barriers to overcome in a male-dominated workforce (Blau & Kahn, 2017;
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Correll et al., 2007; Grimshaw & Rubery, 2015). However, as mentioned previously, while
cognitive crafting is important to understanding overall job crafting, it would be difficult to
segregate and predict accurately without longitudinal study and qualitative analysis. It is
expected to take regular job-crafting adaptations of all three types for women to succeed in the
male-dominant, high-stressed environments found at HROs. For these reasons, female
employees are expected to job craft more than men as measured by task and relational jobcrafting components and overall role-based job crafting scores, among HRO U.S. aerospace
workers.
H5a: Female employees task craft more than males.
H5b: Female employees relational craft more than males.
H5c: Female employees overall role-based job craft more than males.
Age Influences
Age is a common control variable in research but is important to this study. In the
aerospace industry, age is currently a special concern because a large percentage of the
workforce, including the most knowledgeable members, is nearing retirement. Only 39% of the
aerospace workforce is under the age of 45, and even though jobs in the aerospace and defense
sectors are viewed positively by most professionals, only 1.5 percent of 25- to 34-year-olds in
the U.S. have a science degree (Mehta, 2018). Attracting and retaining qualified younger
workers to replace retiring employees is an important challenge for the industry (Mehta, 2018). It
is necessary to consider the differences across ages of workers so new strategies can be
developed to help employees of diverse ages cope with change, reduce risk, and minimize
failure; all areas of critical concern to HROs (Ingusci, 2018). This is particularly true in highly
technical industrial fields relying on older generations that have many years of knowledge and
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experience, such as the aerospace industry. Economic conditions and age-related departures of
the early 2000s caused a shift in generational demographics and a backlog of qualified aerospace
workers that must be replenished now that the aerospace business is expanding again (CutcherGershenfeld et al., 2003; Freaner, 2015; Grimshaw et al., 2004; Peck, 2018; Vance-Sherman,
2014). As highly technical industrial base firms like aerospace industries recruit younger
employees to replace retirees and to fill voids from earlier departures, there will be a wider range
of age groups on teams for years to come. Leaders must take into consideration the effects of age
on employee behavior and possibly adjust how they manage these individuals.
Rudolph et al. (2017) reflect on theories related to age in their job-crafting meta-analysis.
Based on Human Capital Theory (HCT) (Becker, 1983), they noted that older employees may
have greater accumulated job and general knowledge, putting them in better positions to craft
their jobs (Rudolph et al., 2017). “Human capital” implies that the worker will gain more
knowledge and abilities over time, thus becoming more valuable as a human asset (Holden &
Biddle, 2017; Jones & Romer, 2010). Conceivably, this may be true for employees with longer
tenure and higher levels of education as well (Rudolph et al., 2017). With this logic, younger
employees (and those with shorter tenure and less education) would be less likely to job craft
than older employees. Despite this reasoning, Rudolph et al. (2017) found that overall job
crafting was weakly but negatively related to age (r = − 0.100) and tenure (r = − 0.105). Thus,
overall, younger employees job craft a little more than older workers. The results hint that some
caution should be exercised when construing job crafting as an “overall” construct due to the
many forms of job crafting and different ways of measuring it (Rudolph et al., 2017). Further
research that directly investigates effects of age on job crafting is required because there was so
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much variability in the specific types of resource-based crafting behaviors among the various
studies (Rudolph et al., 2017) and no consideration of role-based crafting measures.
Using role-based measures of job crafting may provide further insight into the influence
of age on specific crafting behaviors. There is evidence showing that job crafting is a proactive
workplace behavior geared towards maintaining and creating an optimal person-job fit for late
career employees (Kooij et al., 2015), so one may suspect older employees to score high in at
least task crafting. Specifically, Kooij et al. (2015) studied literature on lifespan development and
determined that successful aging at work hints at possible job-crafting activities that older
workers might engage in, like taking on fewer clients, bringing in an assistant, doing work
outside of their specialty, and mentoring coworkers more often. They discovered how older
workers initiate these changes in their job to enable them to fulfill various age-related motives
and to adapt to their aging abilities (Kooij et al., 2015).
Moghimi et al. (2017) explain that with increased age, certain within-person changes take
place that result in shifting needs and abilities (physical, mentally and emotionally), therefore
older employees are expected to change the tasks they accomplish in order to accommodate.
Furthermore, older employees have more experience and knowledge that may allow them to
think of better ways to do the job and have the confidence and professional respect of others
needed to change the way they perform the task. Since resource-based job crafting scales do not
differentiate between task and relational crafting, nor account for cognitive crafting, age-related
differences in job-crafting behaviors may be missed in the meta-analytic research ignoring rolebased perspectives.
There is, in fact, evidence that people of different ages job craft differently, meaning the
types of job crafting observed in research may depend on what varieties of crafting are being
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applied by the worker or measured by the researcher. Baroudi and Khapova (2017) discovered
that all ages of employees are likely to engage in job-crafting behavior, not only to assert control
over their jobs, but also to create a positive self-image. In their qualitative research involving
participant interviews, which adhered to the original Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) jobcrafting approach, younger and older employees all engaged in task-crafting behaviors the most
(compared to relational and cognitive crafting), but younger workers were more likely to engage
in all three types of job-crafting behaviors (Baroudi & Khapova, 2017). The researchers
attributed older employees’ reluctance to craft to their resistance to change and inflexibility.
Zacher et al. (2016) rely on regulation theory to suggest that older and more experienced
employees are likely to have established cognitive routines in their work and thus resist
behavioral changes. However, the extent to which these results are generalizable is not known
since the Baroudi and Khapova (2017) study was limited to workers at a socially responsible
non-profit organization in the Netherlands.
Specific research is needed to help determine how age relates to job crafting in the
context of U.S. aerospace HROs, which are unique in culture and organizational challenges.
While employees of all ages job craft, due to the rigid nature of processes and procedures,
established lines of communication, and the longevity of some of the experts in U.S. aerospace
industrial base-related organizations, older employees should feel most confident in task crafting.
However, they may find less need to job craft for networking purposes (relational crafting)
because they would already have a more extensive network than younger employees and less
need for coworker involvement due to their greater experience. Older workers may also have less
need to change their mindset about the job they do (cognitive crafting) because they are more
established in their position as seasoned experts in their field who have spent years in their job or

76

in similar roles. This should create differences between younger and older workers in overall job
crafting levels. To evaluate the effects of age on just an aggregate job-crafting score might mask
differences such as these.
Conversely, younger employees are new to the job and in the minority at HROs
compared with more mature employees. This puts them at a disadvantage in their level of
experience, job knowledge and social resources. Younger employees may find that their situation
resembles that of female employees in regards to the need to job craft to overcome barriers that
put them at a disadvantage compared to those who are members of demographics that comprise a
greater percentage of the workforce and hold more positions of power in the industry. Relational
crafting may be done out of necessity as younger workers struggle to understand established
authorities, processes, and procedures. Younger employees are expected to rely more than older
workers on their relationship with their leadership and coworkers, due to their inexperience
(Myers & Sadaghiani, 2010; Wang et al., 2020).
In summary, older employees should be more comfortable task crafting than younger
employees because they have more experience that would enable them to find new ways to
perform the task and the professional respect needed to freely execute changes. Younger
employees lack the experience and confidence of their elders to craft specific tasks. Due to the
risk-adverse nature of HROs (Cantu et al., 2020), leaders may also micro-manage younger
employees more, so they may not be given as much flexibility on tasks due to their inexperience,
thus limiting task crafting. For this reason, I expect more experienced older employees to task
craft more than younger ones at U.S. aerospace HROs.
H6a: Older employees task craft more than younger employees.
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Younger employees new to the workforce may have difficulty fitting in their unique
environment and are naturally expected to need more help and more supervision, which can
drive relational-crafting behaviors. As Krishen and colleagues (2016) explain, younger
employees’ experience and comfort with technology and new methods of social exchanges (like
virtual meetings) change the way they interact in the workplace compared to older and moreestablished workers. Younger people are more accustomed to having free and ample information
through technology, have a tendency to push for faster communication, are adept at multitasking, and are usually eager to share experiences with their social networks (Krishen et al.,
2016). However, HROs are notoriously methodical in established processes and procedures and
slow to adapt to newer trends or incorporate change (Cantu et al., 2020). This means younger
employees may struggle to conform to their job, finding it necessary to craft ways to fit in to the
organization.
Younger workers display a stronger basic human need to connect with others and
communicate about topics other than work to introduce meaning into their lives (Baroudi &
Khapova, 2017). Research shows trust and supportiveness between younger employees and
coworkers encourages them to be more involved, committed, and better performers (Myers &
Sadaghiani, 2010). By interviewing workers at nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands,
Baroudi and Khapova (2017) found that younger employees relational craft more than older ones
as a means to get to know others in the organization personally, to exchange feedback, enhance
collaboration, and improve performance. Their needs for belonging and feedback increase their
dependency on their relationships with their supervisor and team. So, although younger
employees may task craft less than older members, I expect them to engage in more relational
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crafting as a means to gain control over their job and improve their self-image and social
comfort.
H6b: Younger employees relational craft more than older employees.
Younger Employees and LMX
Due to characteristics associated with their younger age, I expect younger workers to
more easily build high-quality relationships with an ebullient supervisor; therefore, LMX should
be stronger among younger employees. Research indicates that LMX may impact younger
employees’ job-crafting behaviors more than older workers’ due to their greater dependence on
the leader (Wang et al., 2020). Younger workers are comfortable instantly accessing information
through social media more than older people, shaping expectations of desired roles that could
conflict with the leader’s, which may elicit more interaction with the supervisor (Weber, 2017).
Younger people are focused on individual accomplishments more than older employees (Twenge
et al., 2010). As a result, they are less likely to build social relationships with established groups,
yet expect more attention and praise from leaders (Twenge & Campbell, 2008). Work-life
balance is more important to younger workers (Smith, 2010) which may impact job satisfaction
or how they perceive the job. Younger employees care about fun, social interaction, personal
development, and continuous training in order to get a greater sense of fulfillment out of their job
(McCrindle, 2006). They respect transparency from their managers, want their efforts to have a
significant impact, want to be relevant, desire a fun workplace, and they want continuous
learning opportunities (Shaw & Fairhurst, 2008). Research suggests that the ambitions in career
achievement and growth of younger employees may affect their understanding of role
responsibility (McCracken et al., 2016). All of these characteristics invite the influence of a
leader with whom the younger employee can build a relationship.
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Younger employees are likely to perceive that an ebullient supervisor is trying to provide
the type of environment that research has shown most younger workers prefer. Therefore,
ebullient supervisors will have a more positive effect on the quality of relationship with younger
employees, who particularly value the supportive leader behaviors that would both enhance their
liking of the supervisor and foster their sense of belonging to the team. Hence, younger age
should strengthen the relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX.
H7: The positive relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX is
stronger among younger employees than older employees.
Summary of Model and Hypotheses
This chapter explained why high-quality LMX may lead to more job crafting and that
ebullient supervisors, who are creating fun environments, may lead to higher-quality LMX. As
described, the role of LMX as a mediator is well-documented in the literature, so LMX should
partially mediate the relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and job crafting.
Therefore, positive perceptions of ebullient supervision are expected to result in higher-quality
LMX and more job crafting within the U.S. aerospace technical industrial base. Female
employees are expected to relational and task craft, as well as overall role-based job craft more
than males. Age should be positively related to task crafting but negatively related to relational
crafting. Thus, older employees should task craft more than younger ones, but younger
employees are expected to relational craft more than older. The positive relationship between
perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX should be stronger among younger employees
than older ones. Figure 1 and the seven study hypotheses are repeated below.
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Figure 1
Conceptual Model of Role-Based Job Crafting in High Reliability Organizations

H1a: High-quality LMX is positively related to task crafting.
H1b: High-quality LMX is positively related to relational crafting.
H1c: High-quality LMX is positively related to overall role-based job crafting.
H2: Employee perceptions of their leader’s ebullient supervision are positively related to
employee perceptions of higher-quality LMX relationships with the leader.
H3a: Employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to
task crafting.
H3b: Employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to
relational crafting.
H3c: Employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to overall
role-based job crafting.
H4a: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and task crafting.
H4b: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and relational crafting.
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H4c: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and overall role-based job crafting.
H5a: Female employees task craft more than males.
H5b: Female employees relational craft more than males.
H5c: Female employees overall role-based job craft more than males.
H6a: Older employees task craft more than younger employees.
H6b: Younger employees relational craft more than older employees.
H7: The positive relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX is
stronger among younger employees than older employees.
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the research methods used in this dissertation beginning with a
discussion of the survey participants, including a description of the types of companies in which
they work. Following this, I detail the measures used in the survey for each variable. I then
explain the procedures, including how the survey will be administered, by providing details
about informed consent and procedures for data collection. The chapter concludes with a
description of the proposed data-analysis methods.
Participants
Employees who work in organizations associated with the aerospace technological
defense industrial base which, as described in the literature review, are categorized as HROs,
were surveyed for this dissertation. While the survey is at the individual-employee level of
analysis, the specific type of organization employees work in is important to the context of this
study. Data to test the hypotheses were collected primarily from employees at large, highly
recognized, U.S.-based Department of Defense contractor organizations that develop, or support
the development of, major multibillion-dollar national security aerospace systems primarily in
Florida, Los Angeles, and Virginia. Additionally, government employees who belong to the
acquisition-professional workforce, across various space, missile, aircraft and intelligence
systems were surveyed. These are personnel who manage government contracts and support the
procurement, research, and development of major government technological programs that
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partner with the industrial base. Each type of firm, and their respective employees, are part of the
private sector aerospace defense technological industrial base or are government (public)
acquisition organizations or their associated support contactors. These respondents are ideal for
this study because they are employees who work on programs meeting the characteristics of
HROs as discussed in the literature review and fall into DoD Protected Critical Infrastructure
classifications (Cantu et al., 2020). Survey distribution was intentionally limited to only those
employees working in programs known to fall within the defined HRO characterizations, and
questions were included in the survey to further safeguard against the participation of employees
from other industries.
I collected all data at once from each employee on a single survey instrument, risking
single-source and common-method bias. Common-method bias is a common limitation in the
job-crafting literature despite some of the mitigation efforts, which will be discussed in the next
chapter (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Tims et al., 2014; Vogt et al., 2016; Ye et al., 2017).
Support Contractor. The Support Contractor category represents U.S. information
technology and engineering firms that provide services to the U.S. government and military.
These are known as Advisory and Assistance (A&AS) providers or Federally Funded Research
and Development Centers (FFRDC) for the Department of Defense. A&AS contractors provide
technical expertise for DoD acquisition program support, professional services, and engineering
technical services that improve policy making, decision-making, management, administration,
program management, or research and development activities (Defense Acquisition University
[DAU], 2020). FFRDCs are not-for-profit, private-sector organizations established and funded to
meet special long-term engineering, research, development, or other government analytic needs
(Federal Acquisition Regulation, 2021).

84

A&AS and FFRDC employees involved with major aerospace development programs
critical to national security have been targeted to take part in the study. As support contractors,
they work directly with government acquisition program offices or often with private defenseindustry contractors on behalf of the government. They can provide management consulting,
technical-support services for research and development (R&D) activities, assist in management
duties, and provide continuous process improvements, depending on the nature of the contract
(Defense Acquisition University [DAU], 2020). These tasks may take the form of informationprovider services offering advice, opinions, alternatives, analyses, evaluations,
recommendations, training, or other technical-support activities (Department of Defense [DoD],
2012).
Private Industry. The Private Industry category represents defense aerospace
manufacturers in the United States. As developers of technologies critical to national defense,
these organizations must comply with stringent cost, schedule, and performance demands levied
by the United States Government. Companies are subject to intense scrutiny, strict guidelines,
and tight quality-control demands or face massive financial and legal pressures as outlined in
Federal Acquisition Regulations (2021) and the National Defense Authorization Act (Smith,
2021). Employees targeted in this study are on program-specific teams; each program is
responsible for the design and development of major technical systems for U.S. national defense.
Programs are subdivided into Integrated Program Teams (IPTs), which have a mix of subjectmatter experts responsible for overall business management, finance, contracting, engineering,
manufacturing operations, etc.
Government Acquisition Program Offices (Government/Military). Government
Acquisition Program Offices are set up to manage large national defense development programs.
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Major acquisition centers across the U.S. focus on specific DoD areas of interest. The Space and
Missile Systems Center in Los Angeles (recently changed to Space Systems Command), for
instance, develops, acquires, fields, and sustains military space systems primarily for the United
States Air Force (Space and Missile Systems Center [SMC], 2020). The National
Reconnaissance Office in Virginia is a similar organization for the Intelligence Community. Air
Force Nuclear Weapons Center in New Mexico is responsible for all aspects of nuclear material
management. Air Force Materiel Command in Ohio conducts research, development, test and
evaluation, and provides acquisition-management services and logistics support necessary to
keep Air Force weapon systems ready for war (Air Force Materiel Command [AFMC], 2020).
The acquisition workforce is most often segregated into program or system-specific
organizations similar to their private-industry counterparts. On a day-to-day basis, these program
offices provide the daily cost, schedule, performance management, and reporting necessary for
public organizations beholden to congressional oversite. These participants are most commonly
organized into teams similar to Integrated Program Teams found in industry.
Survey Design
A 53-item online questionnaire was administered to participants. The questionnaire
included established scales to measure each major construct. The questionnaire was pre-tested by
eight volunteers to determine the average amount of time required to complete the survey.
Pretests confirmed that respondents finished the survey in approximately 10 minutes. Two recent
graduates of the Executive Doctorate in Business Administration (EDBA) from Crummer
Graduate School of Business, along with my dissertation chair and two graduate students, took a
completed demonstration-version of the survey in its near-finished online form just prior to
initial release. Only minor edits were made to the online survey for readability and online
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display. No changes needed to be made to questions derived from literature. The survey, in its
entirety, can be found in Appendix A.
Part I of the survey was an introduction and informed consent agreement which contained
a brief description of who was conducting the study, what was being examined, assurance of
confidentiality, risks and benefits, as well as contact information for questions, including contact
for the Rollins Institutional Review Board (IRB). The description was minimal so as not to bias
responses. If the respondents agreed to participate, qualification questions followed before
allowing them to continue the survey. Further instructions were embedded within the survey as
needed.
Part II presented the questions associated with each of the variables. Variables had
separate instructions associated with their specific set of questions. The full list of questions for
each scale used was asked before moving on to the next variable. The scale associated with job
crafting was presented first to collect as much information as possible on the dependent variable
right away. The order of the rest survey mimicked the flow of the hypotheses being tested as
presented in the literature review starting with LMX, then ebullient supervision, followed by
gender and age. Job crafting scenario questions, which will be described later, were asked after
the previously validated scales. This arrangement helped mitigate some impacts caused by
respondents not finishing the survey in its entirety.
Part III contained the remainder of the demographic questions that were collected but not
hypothesized. They were collected for descriptive purposes.
Part IV was the closing statement at the end of the survey. Participants were taken to this
statement if they opted out or failed to qualify at the beginning of the survey.
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Measures
Job crafting. Job crafting was measured using the 15-item Job Crafting Questionnaire
(JCQ) developed by Slemp and Vella- Brodrick (2013), who provided evidence of the factorial
validity and convergent validity of the scale. This scale includes subdimensions for task (TC),
relational (RC), and cognitive crafting (CC) as well as an overall score to measure overall rolebased job crafting (JC). Other scales do not allow such specific categorization between task and
relational crafting (Hu et al., 2020). While there is an unresolved debate about whether cognitive
job crafting is actually a type of job crafting, more research supports the contention that
cognitive crafting is an important aspect of overall role-based job crafting despite the challenges
of observing it (Zhang & Parker, 2019).
The measure has been used in a number of previous studies and shown good reliability as
a measure of role-based job crafting with Cronbach’s alpha scores of .83 or higher (Lee et al.,
2017; Letona-Ibañez et al., 2019; Romeo et al., 2019; Schachler et al., 2019; Slemp et al., 2021;
Yepes-Baldó et al., 2018). Responses were collected using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(Hardly Ever) to 6 (Very Often) (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013). The JCQ differs from
resource-based measures of crafting (Nielsen et al., 2017; Tims et al., 2012) because items are
worded in ways relevant and meaningful to general adult working populations rather than for
specific working groups, occupations, or industries of interest (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013).
This makes JCQ a flexible tool applicable to wider populations, including employees from the
private or public sectors whose jobs may involve higher degrees of autonomy and considerable
scope for implementing job-crafting behaviors (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013). Research on the
JCQ targeted populations that were highly educated with income levels above those originally
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measured in alternative scales (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013), making it appropriate for the
aerospace employees being surveyed.
The items in the scale are as follows:
1. Introduce new approaches to improve your work
2. Change the scope or types of tasks that you complete at work
3. Introduce new work tasks that you think better suit your skills or interests
4. Choose to take on additional tasks at work
5. Give preference to work tasks that suit your skills or interests
6. Think about how your job gives your life purpose
7. Remind yourself about the significance your work has for the success of the
organization
8. Remind yourself of the importance of your work for the broader community
9. Think about the ways in which your work positively impacts your life
10. Reflect on the role your job has for your overall well-being
11. Make an effort to get to know people well at work
12. Organize or attend work related social functions
13. Organize special events in the workplace (e.g., celebrating a coworker's birthday)
14. Choose to mentor new employees (officially or unofficially)
15. Make friends with people at work who have similar skills or interests
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX). LMX was measured from the member/employee’s
perspective using the LMX-7 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The LMX-7 is the most widely used,
and considered the most internally valid, measure of LMX (Gerstner & Day, 1997). It is
criticized for over-sampling on leader-supportiveness and underemphasizing the dyadic
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relationship, and for its first item, which is double-barreled and awkward (Joseph et al., 2011).
However, Martin et al.’s (2016) meta-analytic review found no systematic differences due to the
LMX measurement instrument between the LMX-7 and the other common measure, the
Multidimensional Measure of LMX (LMX-MDM) (Liden & Maslyn, 1998).
Ratings for each question are on a 5-point Likert scale with anchors that differ depending
on the question (see Appendix A). The items in the scale are as follows:
1. Do you know where you stand with your leader … do you usually know how satisfied
your leader is with what you do?
2. How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs?
3. How well does your leader recognize your potential?
4. Regardless of how much formal authority your leader has built into his/her position,
what are the chances that your leader would use his/her power to help you solve
problems in your work?
5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the
chances that he or she would “bail you out” at his or her expense?
6. I have enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her
decision if he/she were not present to do so.
7. How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader?
Ebullient supervision. Ebullient supervision (ES) was measured using the 13-item scale
recently developed by Ford et al. (2019), having a Cronbach’s alpha score of .94. Items are
measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The items in the scale are as
follows:

90

1. Greets employees in passing
2. Goes out of his/her way to brighten the day at work
3. Uses a cheerful tone when speaking with subordinates
4. Attempts to make people laugh
5. Finds uses for appropriate humor at work
6. Will gladly take on routine task responsibilities (e.g., schedules, meetings)
7. Helps people feel enthusiastic about their jobs
8. Tries to put people at ease
9. Smiles when someone enters his/her office for any meeting or discussion
10. Lets people know that it’s OK to be playful at work
11. Praises individual wins
12. Compliments employees in front of others
13. Finds reasons to celebrate (e.g., birthdays, group or personal milestones)
Gender. Respondents were be asked, “What is your gender?” and offered 3 choices:
male, female, or other/prefer not to answer. Males were coded as 1 and females coded as 2 and
“other/prefer not to answer” treated as missing data.
Age. The question measuring age was, “What is your age in years?”
Job crafting scenario questions. To address the limitations caused by single-source and
common-method bias when survey responses were self-reported on one survey, I asked
employees how they would behave in job-crafting scenarios adapted from interviews found in
role-crafting research (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Tims et al., 2014; Vogt et al., 2016; Ye
et al., 2017). Scenarios questions are used in other management research to address limitations of
self-reported data collected on one instrument (Armacost et al., 1991; Reeder & Turner, 2011;
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Woodbine & Liu, 2010). I created these scenario-based job-crafting questions to apply to
aerospace professionals based on descriptions in role-based qualitative studies using the original
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) perspective (Berg et al., 2008, 2013; Berg, Wrzesniewski, et
al., 2010; Bruning & Campion, 2018, 2019; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Wrzesniewski et al., 2010).
Colleagues in the aerospace industry verified that the questions were interpreted as I intended.
The scenarios, shown in Appendix A, asked respondents to select how they would act in specific
contexts. They were used experimentally to triangulate with the established JCQ scale in future
research.
Each of these scenario questions tries to draw out crafting behaviors based on scenarios
employees may encounter in aerospace industries being targeted by this study. The answers were
arranged in various plausible answers that are not job crafting (but were increasingly close to job
crafting) and one answer that describes task or relational crafting. The first five questions were
task-related. The last three questions were relational-crafting questions. There are more taskrelated scenarios than relational because more task-crafting scenarios occur across the various
functional areas in the HRO aerospace industry. This ability for the scenarios to apply across
functional areas is important because engineers from various disciplines, business operations
employees, finance analysts, contract professionals, and computer experts all took the same
survey.
I did not find any scenario questions used in the job-crafting literature, so I used
qualitative research to shape how scenario questions should be presented. I created scenarios that
aerospace employees could relate to for task and relational crafting from early qualitative
interviews that researchers used to define job-crafting categories and how studies grouped
employee responses into task and relational-crafting categories (Bruning & Campion, 2019;
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Kossek et al., 2016; Lazazzara et al., 2020; Meged, 2017). I turned the researchers’ line of
questioning and participant responses into relatable scenarios that aerospace employees
encounter based on over 25 years of personal experience in the field. These scenarios were
evaluated by subject-matter experts currently working in the aerospace industry prior to the
release of the survey. Each of the three experts had at least 20 years of experience in the industry.
All three experts commented that they had similar experiences in their careers. They had no
problems understanding the questions or the answers. No changes needed to be made after their
review.
Person-level control and descriptive variables. Tenure and education levels are
potential confounding variables that may influence job crafting (the dependent variable). In their
meta-analysis, Rudolph et al. (2017) found that job crafting was negatively related to tenure. Age
increases the longer an employee is on a job. Similarly, it is possible that the more education a
person attains, the more likely they are to be older than coworkers with lower-level degrees. It is
unknown whether age alone is affecting job-crafting levels or whether education and tenure,
which can be correlated with age, might be confounding variables. For this reason, education
levels and tenure were controlled in this study.
Organizational tenure was measured with one item “How long have you worked for your
company?” Job tenure was measured with one item “How long have you been in your present
job?” Tenure with supervisor was measured with one item “How long have you worked for your
current leader?” Organizational tenure was controlled in the primary analysis but job and
supervisor tenure data was collected for subsequent ad-hoc analyses and descriptive statistics.
Responses were fill-in-the-blank by years.
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Education was measured with one item, “What is the highest level of education you have
completed?” Provided multiple choice answers included: Less than a Bachelor’s degree,
Bachelor’s degree, Master’s degree, Doctorate (or Doctorate-level professional) degree.
For descriptive statistics, ethnicity and race questions were asked consistent with the U.S.
Census categories (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021). First, participants were asked “What is your
ethnic background” and answers coded as 1) of Hispanic or Latino origin and 2) Not of Hispanic
or Latino origin, with a third option 3) I prefer not to say. Afterwards, participants were asked
their race using the question, “What is your race?” Choices were coded as follows: 1) American
Indian or Alaska Native, 2) Asian, 3) Black or African American, 4) Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander, 5) White 6) Two or more races, and 7) Other/I prefer not to say.”
Dummy variables for each firm type. Dummy variables must be assigned when more
than two categories of data are collected. Surveys were sent out to employees working in three
different categories of firms as described above. Since data collected can be grouped into these
three categories, observations needed to be assigned two dummy variables do,1 and do,2.
Observations from group Support contractors, as the base group, were coded as do,1 = 0, do,2 = 0.
Private industry coded as do,1 = 1, do,2 = 0. Government/Military coded as do,1 = 1, do,2 = 1.
Survey Administration
Surveys were sent through Global Marketing Research Services, Inc. (G.M.R.S) located
in Melbourne, Florida. This company is a reputable research and polling organization that was
able to collect data from the type of employees described in this dissertation. They recreated the
survey (Appendix A) using their online software and gained my acceptance on a quality-check
before distributing the survey to employees working in the targeted organizations. A minimum
sample size of 90 workers was needed based on a rule-of-thumb of 10 observations per variable
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(LMX, Ebullient Supervision, Gender, Age, Ebullient Supervision x Age, Organizational Tenure,
Education, 2 dummy variables for industry).
Only respondents who consented to the survey and met the qualifications were included
in the data collection. Consent forms imbedded in the survey provided contact information for
questions regarding the respondent’s rights as a research subject. Consent forms informed the
respondents that all answers provided in the survey would be kept anonymous and confidential.
No individual was personally identifiable in the data. Qualification questions asked at the
beginning of the survey determined if the respondents are currently employed in aerospacerelated industries and if the job belongs in one of the three targeted types: government/military,
support contractor to the government or military (i.e., FFRDC or A&AS), or private industry.
Those selecting a fourth option of “None of the above” were not permitted to continue the
survey. Survey instructions asked respondents to consider their current job position and think of
the individual that they consider to be their direct supervisor/leader who is responsible for their
day-to-day tasks (See Appendix A: Full Survey).
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CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS, DATA ANALYSIS, AND FINDINGS
Chapter four details this study’s analytical results to determine how employees’
perceptions of their leader’s ebullient supervision and LMX relationship quality affect their jobcrafting behaviors in the U.S. aerospace technical industrial base. The chapter begins by
describing the sample population and specific data collection procedures. Next is a descriptive
analysis and an assessment of the validity and reliability of the model. This is followed by
findings for each hypothesis, accompanied with descriptions concerning various steps and
techniques used in the analysis. The chapter concludes with a summary of the findings, a post
hoc analysis, and a description of responses to the exploratory scenario questions.
Data Collection and Sample Population
The hired research company (G.M.R.S) was responsible for providing a full set of
responses meeting the assigned criteria. A minimum 100 responses were initially requested from
the company. This provided the sample size required for this study with extra in case some
responses had to be eliminated later. G.M.R.S used proprietary computer-based online survey
software to translate my survey into an online questionnaire accessible through the internet. They
utilized a known network of polling vendors with access to relevant U.S.-based companies and
organizations meeting my specified criteria (aerospace government/military employees,
aerospace government support contractors, and U.S. aerospace defense industrial-base private
industries). G.M.R.S’s specialized trusted polling vendors sent survey links to potential
respondents’ email addresses. Survey links were not sent to employee cell phones via text
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messages. Pilot surveys with informed consent were first sent to five individuals from each type
of company to pre-test the online survey. After the initial analysis demonstrated that the pilot
survey worked well and provided usable results from the desired employees, G.M.R.S conducted
the final survey, collected the data, and provided a complete usable dataset.
The first full collection cycle resulted in 101 provided responses. Data were then cleaned
by the dissertation author and the remaining 98 acceptable responses were initially processed. It
was the responsibility of the research company to provide additional responses if the cleaned
data failed to provide a usable sample size, so G.M.R.S was again tasked to provide more female
responses since the first set offered too few responses to test for the effects of gender. G.M.R.S
then provided an additional 30 female responses. Four of those new female responses were
rejected due to straight lining.
In summary, G.M.R.S provided 131 total responses. The author rejected 7 responses due
to obvious straight lining and implausible answer combinations. The final dataset totaled 124
respondents. Among respondents, 36.3% were age 40 or younger, 63.7% age 41 and over; 58.1%
were male, 41.9% were female. Age group delineation was based on accepted generational
guidelines between Generation X (born about 1965-1981) and millennials (also known as GenY;
born around 1982-1999) (Twenge et al., 2010, p. 1118). Employees from Generation X and older
were age 41 or over at the time of the survey. Millennials and younger were under age 41. Of the
employees who responded, 48.4% were government/military, 16.9% were support contractors to
the government or military, and 34.7% worked in private industry. Education levels included
20.2% with less than a bachelor's degree, 27.4% with a bachelor's degree, 46% with a master's
degree, and 6.5% with a doctorate (or doctorate-level professional) degree. Ethnic background
replies showed 4% were of Hispanic or Latino origin, 94.4% were not of Hispanic or Latino
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origin and 1.6% preferred not to say. Employees were 7.3% Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander, 4% Asian, 2% Black or African American, no American Indian or Alaska Native, and
86.3% were White. They had worked with the organization for an average of 14.6 years. Final
demographic breakdowns of the 124 respondents in the full dataset are listed in Table 1.
Table 1
Sample Demographics

Demographic
Age
Younger (under 41)
Older (41+)
Gender
Male
Female
Organization
Gov/Military
Support Contractor
Private Industry
Education
Less than Bachelor
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Doctorate-level
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Not Hispanic or Latino
Preferred not to say
Race
Native Hawaiian (and other)
Asian
Black or African American
American Indian/Alaska Native
White

Number of
Respondents

Percentage of Group

45
79

36%
64%

72
52

58%
42%

60
21
43

48%
17%
35%

25
34
57
8

20%
27%
46%
7%

5
117
2

4%
94%
2%

9
5
3
0
107

7%
4%
2%
0%
86%
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Analytic Procedure
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was used to examine the
relationships among the variables in this research (Smart-PLS,v. 3.3.3). PLS-SEM is a method
researchers employ to simultaneously confirm established theories and test for patterns and
relationships in an exploratory fashion (Hair et al., 2017). Methods are considered confirmatory
when testing the hypotheses of existing theories and concepts, and exploratory when searching
for patterns in the data in cases with minimal existing information on how the variables are
related (Hair et al., 2017). This dissertating has both situations. For example, aspects of LMX are
well established in existing research, like the LMX-7 scale. However, the ebullient supervision
scale is not well established and has never been tested with LMX and job crafting.
Descriptive Statistics
Responses were uploaded into IBM SPSS version 28 and Smart-PLS version 3 (SmartPLS 3). Responses to items on the job-crafting subcomponents task crafting (TC), role crafting
(RC), cognitive crafting (CC) and LMX were transformed using the SPSS transformation feature
from a 5-point scale to a 7-point scale to easily compare with ebullient supervision (ES), which
was measured with a 7-point scale. Overall role-based job crafting (OJC) is a second-order
construct created from formative indicators TC, RC, and CC as Slemp and Vella-Brodrick
(2013) intended with their original scale. As a second-order factor, Hair et al. (2017)
recommended generating a separate latent value for OJC using the repeated indicator approach
(OJCLatent or OJC in subsequent tables). Age categories for two groups (older and younger)
were coded based on the generation as 40 and under for the younger group (represented as 1) and
41 and over for the older group (represented as 2) (Twenge et al., 2010, p. 1118).
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Smart-PLS 3 was used to evaluate descriptive statistics, review kurtosis and skewness
measures (normality of distribution), as well as means and standard deviations for the
independent and dependent variable indicators and constructs. As shown in Table 2a and b,
almost all the scales resulted in normally distributed data with acceptable kurtosis and skewness
values between -1 and 1 (Hair et al., 2017) except for some of the LMX and ebullient
supervision indicators. Kurtosis values slightly exceeded limits for LMX1 (1.09), LMX5 (1.067) and ES13 (-1.058). Skewness was just over the limit for LMX1 (-1.197), LMX3 (-1.182),
and LMX4 (-1.033) as well as ES11 (-1.003). These exceedances are not overly troublesome
since they are small and PLS-SEM can accurately process slightly nonnormal data (Hair et al.,
2017). Standard deviations were below 2 across all indicators. The means are zero and standard
deviations one for the latent variables in Table 2b because SMART-PLS 3 standardizes the latent
variables.
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Table 2a
Descriptive Statistics – Indicators
Indicator Mean Median Standard Deviation Kurtosis Skewness
4.677
4.6
1.814
-0.637
-0.366
TC1
4.261
4.6
1.781
-0.816
-0.237
TC2
4.223
4.6
1.658
-0.485
-0.067
TC3
4.910
4.6
1.492
-0.169
-0.478
TC4
4.939
4.6
1.513
-0.188
-0.304
TC5
5.287
5.8
1.570
-0.830
-0.499
RC1
4.377
4.6
1.863
-0.966
-0.236
RC2
3.923
3.4
1.971
-1.193
0.049
RC3
4.890
4.6
1.672
-0.537
-0.460
RC4
4.987
4.6
1.631
-0.555
-0.429
RC5
4.842
4.6
1.704
-0.8
-0.277
CC1
5.123
5.8
1.526
-0.14
-0.652
CC2
5.132
5.8
1.480
-0.487
-0.43
CC3
5.219
4.6
1.261
-0.864
-0.064
CC4
5.132
5.8
1.480
-0.893
-0.273
CC5
5.573
5.5
1.534
1.09
-1.197
LMX1
5.573
5.5
1.498
0.159
-0.885
LMX2
5.718
7
1.668
0.484
-1.182
LMX3
5.694
7
1.649
-0.065
-1.033
LMX4
4.556
5.5
1.928
-1.067
-0.286
LMX5
5.887
7
1.276
-0.848
-0.684
LMX6
5.621
5.5
1.507
-0.249
-0.743
LMX7
ES1
5.710
6
1.407
0.350
-0.929
ES2
5.137
5
1.542
-0.052
-0.701
ES3
5.476
6
1.417
-0.910
-0.510
ES4
5.105
5
1.528
-0.682
-0.385
ES5
5.073
6
1.652
-0.678
-0.574
ES6
5.226
6
1.703
-0.157
-0.795
ES7
5.371
6
1.568
-0.355
-0.711
ES8
5.395
6
1.625
-0.244
-0.808
ES9
5.355
6
1.607
-0.056
-0.819
ES10
5.073
5
1.705
-0.417
-0.648
ES11
5.613
6
1.554
0.147
-1.003
ES12
5.565
6
1.652
-0.391
-0.864
ES13
5.040
5
1.793
-1.058
-0.418
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision
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Table 2b
Descriptive Statistics – PLS Latent Variables
Latent Variable
Ebullient
Supervision
LMX
Task Crafting
Relational Crafting
Cognitive Crafting
OJCLatent

Mean

Median

Standard Deviation

0
0
0
0
0
0

0.380
0.333
-0.096
-0.032
0.044
0.122

1
1
1
1
1
1

Kurtosis Skewness
-0.345
-0.272
-0.356
-0.647
-0.836
-0.744

-0.766
-0.896
-0.062
-0.347
-0.349
-0.231

SPSS was used to calculate initial descriptive statistics for the variables in the model
using equally weighted indicators for the composite variables to show the means and standard
deviations. These SPSS composite variables differ from the PLS latent variables, which have
different weightings for the indicators. The PLS descriptive statistics, however, use standardized
variables with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one and don’t provide means on the 7point measurement scale. Tenure had wide ranging answers with high kurtosis with outliers from
several individuals who worked exceptionally long with a single company. Gender is skewed
more heavily towards male as expected for this industry. Other values fall withing acceptable
norms (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics Calculated in SPSS
Standard
Kurtosis Skewness
Deviation
5.318
1.411
-0.312
-0.773
ES
5.517
1.332
-0.282
-0.873
LMX
4.602
1.352
-0.488
-0.007
TC
4.693
1.403
-0.662
-0.292
RC
5.090
1.205
-0.867
-0.351
CC
4.795
1.176
-0.718
-0.197
OJC Totals
1.420
0.495
-1.922
0.331
Gender
49.160
13.842
-1.242
0.042
Age
14.560
13.165
3.126
1.730
Tenure
2.390
0.881
-0.869
-0.266
Education
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Variable

Mean

Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting
Reflective Measurement Model Results (Outer Model)
Job crafting subcomponents, LMX, and ebullient supervision are all reflective latent
variables primarily since there is a lot of overlap in their indicators and they measure traits
instead of being causes of the construct (Hair et al., 2017). This reflective model was assessed by
reviewing its internal consistency, convergent validity, and discriminant validity in Smart-PLS 3.
Since this model has reflective (instead of formative) independent variables, testing for high
correlations between reflective indicators (also referred to as collinearity) using the Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) is not necessary for the outer model (Hair et al., 2017 p. 141).
Internal Consistency and Validity. Internal consistency is assessed by examining the
average variance extracted (AVE), Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability in Smart-PLS 3
(Table 4). The AVE for all constructs exceeded the .500 minimum threshold (Hair et al., 2017, p.
113) which shows convergent validity since each construct’s indicators explained over half of
the variance. Each scale’s Cronbach’s alpha is also examined in the assessment of internal
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reliability. Values above 0.90 are considered undesirable because they indicate that the indicators
are measuring the same phenomenon, especially if is the values are above 0.95 (Hair et. al, 2017,
p. 112). LMX and ebullient supervision both exceed the threshold with coefficient alphas of
0.929 and 0.976 respectively. Composite reliability also examines internal reliability. Again, all
values satisfy the minimum threshold but each exceed the recommended upper threshold of .90.
High composite reliability is a very good indication that the items measure the same construct
(Hair et. al, 2017). Overall job crafting, comprised of its three subcomponents (task, relational,
and cognitive), scored 1.0 across all measures of internal consistency as expected and is not
included in Table 4. For the purposes of this dissertation, indicators were not eliminated since the
constructs are being studied as the original authors designed each to be measured. However, it is
worth noting that the ebullient supervision’s indicators seem to have too much in common with
each other based on Hair et al.’s (2017) recommendations.
Table 4
Internal Consistency and Validity

Task Crafting
Relational Crafting
Cognitive Crafting
LMX
Ebullient Supervision

Cronbach's Alpha Composite Reliability
0.871
0.882
0.864
0.890
0.865
0.929
0.976

0.903
0.943
0.978

AVE
0.647
0.649
0.651
0.704
0.777

Discriminant Validity. To examine the extent to which each construct is distinct from
the other, discriminant validity was first determined by studying cross-loadings. According to
Hair et. al. (2017), an indicator’s outer loadings should be greater than cross loadings on other
constructs. As highlighted in Table 5, each indicator had the highest loading value on its
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assigned construct as expected. This established discriminant validity according to crossloadings.
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Table 5
Item Cross Loadings

ES
ES1
0.809
ES2
0.895
ES3
0.889
ES4
0.874
ES5
0.853
ES6
0.888
ES7
0.931
ES8
0.943
ES9
0.905
ES10
0.801
ES11
0.931
ES12
0.902
ES13
0.828
LMX1
0.548
LMX2
0.545
LMX3
0.554
LMX4
0.585
LMX5
0.492
LMX6
0.58
LMX7
0.454
TCft1
0.303
TCft2
0.205
TCft3
0.08
TCft4
0.289
TCft5
0.331
RCft1
0.403
RCft2
0.438
RCft3
0.198
RCft4
0.4
RCft5
0.305
CCft1
0.345
CCft2
0.313
CCft3
0.344
CCft4
0.38
CCft5
0.515
OJCLatent 0.454

LMX
0.491
0.471
0.608
0.519
0.52
0.629
0.632
0.592
0.598
0.459
0.649
0.685
0.509
0.833
0.807
0.916
0.847
0.802
0.781
0.879
0.223
0.103
0.051
0.291
0.223
0.321
0.299
0.142
0.355
0.223
0.292
0.197
0.245
0.221
0.343
0.331

TC
0.281
0.344
0.181
0.415
0.421
0.225
0.289
0.287
0.154
0.287
0.308
0.273
0.401
0.121
0.239
0.231
0.295
0.299
0.144
0.179
0.853
0.775
0.797
0.763
0.831
0.553
0.453
0.481
0.515
0.587
0.553
0.545
0.6
0.49
0.584
0.858

RC
0.388
0.411
0.369
0.45
0.389
0.419
0.426
0.411
0.331
0.19
0.433
0.47
0.457
0.331
0.318
0.317
0.384
0.196
0.244
0.246
0.606
0.483
0.456
0.59
0.395
0.85
0.809
0.683
0.831
0.835
0.582
0.572
0.666
0.693
0.661
0.903

CC
0.406
0.418
0.399
0.477
0.475
0.396
0.466
0.425
0.363
0.35
0.46
0.464
0.392
0.288
0.227
0.29
0.439
0.135
0.262
0.257
0.614
0.451
0.493
0.618
0.516
0.785
0.631
0.488
0.542
0.685
0.741
0.758
0.828
0.799
0.898
0.918
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OJC
0.382
0.425
0.33
0.484
0.462
0.37
0.417
0.397
0.287
0.296
0.426
0.428
0.441
0.261
0.273
0.298
0.409
0.215
0.223
0.243
0.769
0.653
0.677
0.729
0.621
0.81
0.702
0.641
0.702
0.787
0.711
0.693
0.79
0.736
0.784
1

Discriminant validity was also assessed using the Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT)
method to get an estimate of what the true correlations between constructs would be if they were
perfectly measured (Hair et al., 2017, p. 118). Overall job crafting is included in this assessment,
but since it is a second-order construct it was not expected to be very distinct from other jobcrafting subcategories. A threshold of .90 or below was used to determine the extent to which
each construct is distinct from the others when constructs are conceptually very similar (Hair et
al., 2017, p. 119). As Table 6 shows, the only HTMT value exceeding this threshold was
between relational crafting and cognitive crafting with a value of 0.902. This was a known risk
that has been accepted in this dissertation to gather role-based job crafting data since cognitive
changes may also occur simultaneously with relational crafting as mental changes are difficult to
differentiate from behavioral changes (Lazazzara et al., 2020). Slemp and Vella-Brodrick (2013)
felt that it was necessary to include these cognitive crafting questions in their role-based job
crafting scale because the cognitive subcategory affects overall job crafting, despite
acknowledging the difficulty in capturing all aspects of cognitive crafting without overlapping
other subcategories. LMX and ebullient supervision are considered distinct from one another as
their HTMT value is 0.670.
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Table 6
Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio
Cognitive
Crafting

Ebullient
Supervision

LMX

ES

0.509

LMX

0.354

0.670

OC

0.991

0.455

0.340

RC

0.902

0.465

0.367

Overall
Crafting

Relational
Crafting

0.974

TC
0.771
0.330
0.257
0.910
0.732
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision
Structural Model Results (Inner Model)
The structural model was analyzed to determine collinearity issues (by examining the
VIF); studying the significance and relevance of the structural model relationships by assessing
the levels of coefficients of determination (r2); reviewing predictive relevance (Q2), and
determining effect sizes (f2). Taken in steps, the first step looked at direct unmediated
relationships between the primary independent and dependent variables. Secondly, LMX as a
mediator was introduced in the model. Third, the full mediated model was explored again to
examine age and gender using direct and multigroup analyses. Finally, the mediated path model
was analyzed with control variables: education levels and organizational tenure. The various
models and progressive steps utilized guidelines established by Hair et al. (2017) and Smart-PLS
3 using the PLS algorithm and bootstrapping with 1000 sub-samples to determine coefficients of
determination, predictive relevance, path coefficients, and effect sizes. Hypotheses were

108

evaluated with structural analysis and multi-group analysis using a complete mediated model
instead of the direct-relationship model alone.
Step 1a - Direct Relationship – Ebullient Supervision (Unmediated)
The first part of Step 1 was understanding the direct relationships ebullient supervision
has in the model. For that, a path model was developed in Smart-PLS connecting only ES to
LMX, TC, RC, CC, and OJC directly. The analysis was then accomplished by running PLS
Algorithm and bootstrapping.
Collinearity. For reflective models like this, VIF analysis is used exclusively on the
inner model; outer VIF is used for formative constructs only since reflective indicators would be
too high (Hair et al., 2017). A VIF value of 5 or higher indicates a potential collinearity problem
(Hair et al., 2017). Ebullient supervision had a VIF value of 1.0 for all variables in the direct
relationship.
Coefficients of Determination (r2) and Predictive Relevance (Q2). To understand the
direct relationships, coefficients of determination (r2) was first determined by using Hair et al.’s
(2017) criteria with .25 being weak variance, .50 moderate variance, and .75 strong variance.
Overall role-based job crafting is a higher-order construct formed from task, relational and
cognitive crafting. To determine direct effects, OJC must be analyzed separately as a secondorder factor in Smart-PLS 3 because OJC would be perfectly predicted by the first-order
subcomponents. Using the repeated-indicators approach, specifically, the two-stage approach
(Hair et al., 2017), I produced a latent variable score for OJC by first building a path model
through the subcomponents TC, RC, and CC to OJC (Figure 5), running a factor analysis to
calculate latent variables, and then plugging the new latent variable OJC into a follow-up path
model to calculate direct effects (Figure 6). The path models displayed in Figures 5 and 6 show
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the direct relationships between employee perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX, and
between ebullient supervision and task crafting, relational crafting, and overall role-based job
crafting. The two models compare the first step (showing first- and second-order paths), and the
second step where the model can be analyzed with direct paths to the newly formed latent
variable score for OJC.
Figure 5
Direct Relationship Model Part 1: Repeated-Indicators Approach
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Figure 6
Direct Relationship Model: Part 2 with New Latent Variable – r2 and Path Coefficients

The relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX with an r2 = .417 (path
coefficient of .646) was just below the moderate explained variance. Relationships between task,
relational, and overall job crafting were all just below the weak threshold with r2 = .116, .207,
and .206 respectively. Cognitive crafting showed insufficient explained variance below the weak
classification threshold (r2 = .233), but it was not hypothesized.
Stone-Geisser’s predictive relevance (Q2) value was also reviewed in examining this path
model by blindfolding in Smart-PLS 3. This represents how well the path model predicts the
originally observed values (Hair et al., 2017). The PLS path model has predictive relevance for a
specific construct for Q2 values above 0, with .02 considered a small effect, .15 medium, and .35
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large (Hair et al., 2017). LMX had the largest predictive relevance value at .281 followed by
overall job crafting (.184), cognitive (.142) and relational (.120). Task crafting had the smallest
at .052 when examining the direct relationships of each construct with ebullient supervision as
shown in Table 7. Together, these r2 values along with the Q2 values for the direct relationships
show weak but predictive validity in this path model.
Table 7
Construct Cross-Validated Redundancy (Q2)

Ebullient Supervision
LMX
Task Crafting
Relational Crafting
Overall Job Crafting
Cognitive Crafting

SSO
1612
868
620
620
124
620

SSE
1612
624.221
587.834
545.823
101.142
532.067

Q²
0.281
0.052
0.12
0.184
0.142

Effect size (f2). Effect sizes are classified as small (.02), medium (.15), and large (.35)
(Hair et al., 2017). The influence of ebullient supervision on LMX was large (.714). The effect of
ebullient supervision on overall job crafting, relational crafting, and cognitive crafting were
closer to medium-large with .260, .262, and .304 respectively. Task crafting showed the least at
.132.
Significance of path coefficients. Path coefficients of this ES direct model were
analyzed alongside their p values to determine if the observations occurred by chance. A smaller
p value (less than .05) provides evidence of significance, strengthening an argument to reject a
null hypothesis (Hair et al., 2017). The p values were statistically significant across all ebullient
supervision relationships (Table 8) showing strong positive direct effects of ebullient supervision
alone on the dependent variables and LMX.
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Table 8
Path Coefficients (Significance) – Direct ES Path
β
0.49
0.65
0.45
0.46
0.34

Path
Ebullient Supervision -> Cognitive Crafting
Ebullient Supervision -> LMX
Ebullient Supervision -> OJC
Ebullient Supervision -> Relational Crafting
Ebullient Supervision -> Task Crafting

t-Statistics
6.62
10.81
5.25
6.76
4.01

p value
.001
.001
.001
.001
.001

Step 1b - Direct Relationship – LMX (Unmediated)
Direct Path - LMX without ES. Additional analyses had to be performed with a
modified model to understand the direct relationship of LMX on the dependent variables. This
was first accomplished without ebullient supervision included in the model (Figure 7). As a
reminder, Hair et al.’s (2017) criteria describe an r2 of .25 as weak variance, .50 moderate
variance, and .75 as strong variance. For LMX, direct relationships between task, relational, and
overall job crafting were all just below the weak coefficients of determination threshold with r2 =
.077, .132, and .117 respectively. Cognitive crafting (not hypothesized) also showed insufficient
explained variance below the weak classification threshold (r2 = .118).
Effect sizes are classified as small (.02), medium (.15), and large (.35) (Hair et al., 2017).
The effect sizes of LMX on task crafting, overall job crafting, and cognitive crafting were small
with f2 = .084, .132, and .134 respectively. Relational crafting showed a medium effect size at f2
= .152. Q2 values for direct LMX relationships show weak but predictive validity for TC (.026),
RC (.072) and OJC (.081). Paths were positive and statistically significant. LMX to task crafting
was significant (β = .278, t = 3.65, p < .001), as was relational crafting (β = .363, t = 5.93, p <
.001); overall crafting (β = .341, t = 4.57, p < .001); and cognitive crafting (β = .344, t = 5.09, p
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< .001). Alone, LMX is positively related to task, relational, and overall job crafting (consistent
with H1a, b, and c).
Figure 7
Direct Relationship Model: LMX without Ebullient Supervision– r2 and Path Coefficients

Direct Paths – Both LMX and ES. Additional analyses were then performed with a
modified model to understand the direct relationship of LMX on the dependent variables with
ebullient supervision direct effects reintroduced (Figure 8). Ebullient supervision direct effects
were slightly reduced after LMX was connected directly to the dependent variables. This new
model, however, continued to show insufficient explained variance below the weak threshold for
all direct relationships. Relationships between task, relational, and overall job crafting were all
still just below the weak threshold with r2 = .123, .214, and .214 respectively.
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Figure 8
Direct Relationship Model: LMX with Ebullient Supervision– r2 and Path Coefficients

The reintroduction of ebullient supervision direct effects drastically reduced direct effects
from LMX. The effect size of LMX on task crafting, relational, overall job crafting, and
cognitive crafting was now f2 = .003, .010, .005, and .002 respectively. The effect size of ES on
task crafting, relational, overall job crafting, and cognitive crafting was higher with f2 = .061,
.112, .123, and .157. With this model, LMX’s relationships with the dependent variables were no
longer statistically significant and would not support Hypotheses 1a, b, or c. The path from LMX
to task crafting was not significant (β = 0.07, t = 0.593, p = .553), nor was relational crafting (β =
0.112, t = 1.43, p = .152); overall crafting (β = 0.081, t = 0.901, p = .368); or cognitive crafting
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(β = 0.052, t = 0.535, p = .593). The path from ebullient supervision to task crafting was
significant (β = 0.301, t = 2.456, p = .014), as was relational crafting (β = 0.385, t = 4.24, p <
.001); overall crafting (β = 0.406, t = 3.964, p <.001); and cognitive crafting (β = 0.451, t = 4.71,
p < .001).
Step 2 - Mediated Model
LMX as a mediator was introduced next, building up to the complete path model to better
explore Hypotheses 1 through 4 as conceptualized in this dissertation. As discussed, LMX was
expected to partially mediate the positive relationship between employee perceptions of ebullient
supervision and task, relational and overall job crafting. With this mediated model, collinearity
was again acceptable showing a VIF of 1.0 between ebullient supervision and LMX, and now
1.711 between both ebullient supervision, LMX and all job crafting variables.
Coefficients of Determination (r2) and Predictive Relevance (Q2). To understand the
relationships in the mediated model, r2 again was determined using Hair et al. (2017) criteria
with .25 being weak, .50 moderate variance, and .75 strong variance. As shown in Figure 9, only
LMX (r2 = .416) was just below the moderate explained variance. Relationships between task,
relational, and overall job crafting were all still just below the weak threshold with r2 = .120,
.214, and .209 respectively. Cognitive crafting again showed insufficient explained variance
below the weak threshold (r2 = .234). These results show that only the relationship between
ebullient supervision and LMX (with a near-moderate r2 and path coefficient of .645) was above
the threshold to demonstrate weak explained variance.
Blindfolding was performed to arrive at a Q2 value for each variable. As a reminder, a
value threshold of .02 is considered a small effect, .15 medium, and .35 large (Hair et al., 2017).
LMX had the largest at .28 followed by overall job crafting (.168), cognitive (.140) and
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relational crafting (.122). Task crafting had the smallest at .051. These were very similar to the
direct-model values, indicating there may not be much mediation occurring.

Figure 9
Mediated Model – r2 and Path Coefficients

Effect size (f2). The effect sizes changed with the mediated model for ebullient
supervision, while LMX dropped. As a reminder, effect-size values are classified as small (.02),
medium (.15), and large (.35). Again, the influence of ebullient supervision on LMX remained
large (.711). Ebullient supervision’s influence on overall job crafting and relational crafting were
just below medium with .122 and .111 respectively. Task crafting showed the least influence at
.058, while cognitive crafting had the most at .159 (just barely over the minimum threshold). The
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influence of LMX on task, relational, cognitive, and overall job crafting were all below the
minimum thresholds at .003, .008, .001, and .004, respectively.
Significance of path coefficients. The path coefficients were again analyzed alongside
their p-values to determine if the observations occurred by chance. As a reminder, smaller pvalue (less than .05) provides evidence of significance (Hair et al., 2017). The p values were not
statistically significant between LMX and any of the job-crafting categories but were across all
ebullient-supervision relationships.
Hypothesis 1 said that high-quality LMX is positively related to task crafting (H1a),
relational crafting (H1b), and overall role-based job crafting (H1c). The p-values were over .05
for all the relationships between LMX and task crafting, relational crafting, and overall rolebased job crafting, therefore all three subcategories of H1 were not supported. Specifically, the
path from LMX to task crafting was not significant (β = 0.072, t = 0.607, p = .544). The path
from LMX to relational crafting was not significant (β= 0.106, t = 1.340, p = .18). The path from
LMX to overall job crafting was also not significant (β = 0.075, t = 0.809, p = .419). Not
hypothesized but interesting to note, the path from LMX to cognitive crafting was also not
significant (β = 0.041, t = 0.413, p = .680). Given that the LMX direct path without ebullient
supervision is significant to all dependent variables, an argument could be made that Hypotheses
1a, b, and c are partially supported; however, the hypotheses are not supported for the mediated
model alone.
Hypothesis 2 stated that employee perceptions of their leader’s ebullient supervision are
positively related to employee perceptions of higher-quality LMX relationships with the leader.
The p value was below .05 for the relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX. The path
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from ebullient supervision to LMX was significant (β = 0.645, t = 10.85, p < .001), supporting
Hypothesis 2.
Hypothesis 3 proposed that employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively
related to task crafting (H3a), relational crafting (H3b), and overall role-based job crafting (H3c).
The p-values were below .05 for the relationships between ebullient supervision and all the jobcrafting categories. The path from ebullient supervision to task crafting (H3a) was significant (β
= 0.296, t = 2.38, p = .020), as was relational crafting (H3b) (β = 0.387, t = 4.24, p < .001), and
overall role-based job crafting (H3c) (β = 0.406, t = 3.906, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 3 a, b,
and c were supported. Again, not hypothesized but important to note, the path from ebullient
supervision to cognitive crafting was also significant (β = 0.456, t = 4.916, p < .001). Therefore,
employee perceptions of ebullient supervision are positively related to LMX, task crafting,
relational crafting, and role-based job crafting. These results are summarized in Table 9.
Table 9
Path Coefficients using Mediated Model
Path

β

t-Statistics p value Hypotheses Supported

LMX -> Task Crafting

0.07

0.61

.544

H1a: No

LMX -> Relational Crafting

0.11

1.34

.180

H1b: No

LMX -> Overall Job Crafting 0.08

0.81

.419

H1c: No

LMX -> Cognitive Crafting

0.04

0.41

.684

N/A

ES -> LMX

0.65

10.57

.001

H2: Yes

ES -> Task Crafting

0.30

2.38

.02

H3a: Yes

ES -> Relational Crafting

0.39

4.24

.001

H3b: Yes

ES -> Overall Job Crafting

0.40

3.91

.001

H3c: Yes

ES -> Cognitive Crafting

0.46

4.92

.001

N/A
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Specific indirect effects (LMX mediation). Hypothesis 4 stated that high-quality LMX
partially mediates the positive relationship between employee perceptions of ebullient
supervision and task crafting (H4a), relational crafting (H4b), and overall role-based job crafting
(H4c). To show support that LMX partially mediates the positive relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and task crafting, relational crafting and overall role-based
job crafting, p-values of specific indirect effects must be less than .05. These hypotheses were
not supported, as the specific indirect effects was not statistically significant. The path from
ebullient supervision through LMX to task crafting was not significant (β = 0.046, t = 0.587, p =
0.558), neither did the path to relational crafting (β = 0.069, t = 1.258, p = .209); to overall
crafting (β = 0.048, t = 0.77, p < .441); or to cognitive crafting, though not hypothesized (β =
0.026, t = 0.396, p = .692). See Table 10 for a summary of these specific indirect effects.
Table 10
Specific Indirect Effects – Mediated Model

Path

β

t-Statistics p value Hypotheses Supported

0.59
.558
H4a: No
ES -> LMX -> TC 0.05
0.07
1.26
.209
H4b:
No
ES -> LMX -> RC
0.77
.441
H4c: No
ES -> LMX -> OJC 0.05
0.40
.692
N/A
ES -> LMX -> CC 0.03
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting
Step 3a – Demographic Variables (Direct Effects)
Direct effects of gender and age. Hypotheses 5a, b, and c; 6a and b; and 7 predicted
differences based on employees’ gender and age. Female employees were hypothesized to task,
relational, and overall role-based job craft more than males (H5a, H5b, H5c). Older employees

120

were hypothesized to task craft more than younger employees (H6a), while younger employees
were hypothesized to relational craft more than older employees (H6b). Gender and age
independent variables were added to the previously used mediated model with direct paths to
each of the dependent variables. The continuous variable for age was initially used in the direct
model. Table 11 shows path coefficients with gender and age. Gender had no significant direct
effects on task crafting (β = -0.13, t = 1.401, p = .161), relational crafting (β = .08, t = .998, p =
.318); overall crafting (β = -0.038, t = .495, p = .621); or to cognitive crafting (β = -.061, t = .79,
p = .430). This does not support hypotheses 5a, b, or c. Age was significantly and negatively
related to task crafting (β = -.241, t = 2.391, p = .017), which was in the opposite direction from
H6a. Age was also significantly and negatively related to relational crafting, which was in the
direction predicted by H6b (β = -0.299, t = 3.891, p < .001); and overall role-based job crafting
(β = -0.236, t = 2.967, p = .003) but not cognitive crafting (β = -0.153, t = 1.717, p = .086).
Controlling for the effects of age made the path from ES to TC no longer significant (β = 0.205 t
= 1.435, p = 0.152).
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Table 11
Path Coefficients – Gender and Age
Path
ES -> LMX
ES -> TC
ES -> RC
ES -> OJC
ES -> CC
LMX -> TC
LMX -> RC
LMX -> OJC
LMX -> CC
Gender -> TC
Gender -> RC
Gender -> OJC
Gender -> CC
Age -> TC
Age -> RC
Age -> OJC
Age -> CC

β
t-Statistics p value Hypotheses Supported
0.64
10.95
.001
H3a: No
0.20
1.43
.152
0.30
3.04
.002
0.33
2.95
.003
0.40
4.08
.001
0.14
1.24
.214
0.20
2.48
.013
0.17
1.64
.102
0.11
1.06
.289
H5a: No
-0.13
1.40
.161
H5b: No
0.08
1.00
.318
H5c: No
-0.03
0.50
.621
-0.06
0.79
.430
-0.24
2.39
.017
-0.29
3.89
.001
-0.23
2.97
.003
-0.15
1.72
.086

Controlling for age groups. To better understand how age impacts the model, the
mediated model was analyzed again without gender. The continuous variable for age was replace
with “Age Group” (older and younger) as a variable (see Figure 10). The direct effects of age
groups will help assess if older employees task craft more than younger employees and if
younger employees relational craft more than older employees.
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Figure 10
Mediated Model with Age Groups

Table 12 shows path coefficients with age group as a control variable. Age group was not
significant for task crafting (β = -0.187, t = 1.558, p = .12), overall crafting (β = -0.09, t = 1.009,
p = .313); or cognitive crafting (β = -0.166, t = 1.916, p = .056) but it was significant for
relational crafting in the direction predicted by H6b (β = -0.22, t = 2.636, p = .009). Controlling
for the effects of age group also made the path from ES to TC no longer significant (β = 0.262 t
= 1.792, p = .073).
Multigroup analysis would be required to understand how age groups affected the path
from ebullient supervision to job crafting behaviors. However, the mediated model with age
group demonstrated that older employees did not task craft more than younger employees, thus
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Hypothesis 6a was not supported, but younger employees relational crafted more than older
employees, supporting Hypothesis 6b.
Table 12
Path Coefficients – Age Groups
Path
β
t-Statistics p value Hypotheses Supported
ES -> LMX
0.65
10.38
.001
H3a: No
ES -> TC
0.26
1.79
.073
ES -> RC
0.35
3.73
.001
ES -> OJC
0.44
4.66
.001
ES -> CC
0.38
3.47
.001
LMX -> TC
0.10
0.80
.427
LMX -> RC
0.16
2.02
.043
LMX -> OJC
0.07
0.65
.517
LMX -> CC
0.12
1.20
.232
H6a: No
Age Group -> TC -0.19
1.56
.120
H6b: Yes
Age Group-> RC -0.22
2.64
.009
Age Group-> OJC -0.09
1.01
.313
Age Group-> CC -0.17
1.92
.056
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting

Additional Control Variables. Tenure and education levels were analyzed as potential
confounding variables, which may influence the dependent variables. This analysis was done by
adding both variables to the full mediated model and assessing the results through PLS
Algorithm and bootstrapping to determine impacts and changes. Both control variables’ effects
were not significant across all paths to the dependent variables. Table 13 is a summary of the
bootstrapping results with p-values exceeding .05 for each path for tenure and education.

124

Table 13
Control Variables – Significance
Path
Education -> Task Crafting
Education -> Relational Crafting
Education -> Cognitive Crafting
Education -> OJC
Tenure -> Task Crafting
Tenure -> Relational Crafting
Tenure -> Cognitive Crafting
Tenure -> OJC

β
t-Statistics p value
-0.01
0.11
.915
-0.09
0.96
.340
-0.04
0.51
.614
-0.06
0.71
.479
0.14
1.54
.124
-0.05
0.70
.485
-0.08
1.01
.312
0.00
0.04
.972

Step 3b – Multigroup Analysis
Hypotheses 5a, b, and c; 6a and b predicted differences based on employees’ gender and
age. The direct paths provided evidence of each variables’ relationship on the dependent
variables to test those hypotheses as reported above. However, there may be interactions
involving gender and age between other paths in the model that were not hypothesized.
Additionally, the positive relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX
was hypothesized to be stronger among younger employees than older employees (H7).
Multigroup analysis (MGA) helped to understand how these demographic variables interacted
with this model. I used Smart-PLS 3 to perform MGA calculations using the software’s
multigroup analysis (PLS-MGA) feature. This was performed utilizing the same mediated model
discussed above with demographic variables analyzed as separate data groups in the software
instead of direct paths.
Gender – Multigroup Analysis. The multigroup analysis between males and females
evidenced, through the parametric test (Table 14), that the only significant path differences
existed from LMX to CC (β = -0.557, t = 2.645, p = .009), and from LMX to OJC (β = -0.425, t
= 2.187, p = .031). The relationship between LMX and cognitive crafting was stronger for
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females. The female path from LMX to CC was significant (β = 0.428, t = 2.563, p = 0.011); the
path for males was not significant (β = -0.13, t = 0.964, p = .335). The relationship between
LMX and overall job crafting was stronger for females as well. The female path from LMX to
OJC was significant (β = 0.379, t = 2.39, p = .017); the path for males was not significant (β = 0.047, t = 0.387, p = .699).
Table 14
Parametric Test for Differences between Male and Female
t
p value
β
(Male vs Female)
(Male vs Female)
ES -> LMX
-0.14
1.18
.240
ES -> TC
0.27
0.88
.379
ES -> RC
-0.02
0.12
.906
ES -> OJC
0.11
0.52
.604
ES -> CC
0.15
0.79
.433
LMX -> TC
-0.45
1.53
.130
LMX -> RC
-0.13
0.70
.483
LMX -> OJC
-0.43
2.19
.031
LMX -> CC
-0.56
2.65
.009
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting
Interesting to note, for females, the path from ES to TC was not significant (β = 0.093, t =
0.391, p = .696), nor were the paths from ES to OJC (β = 0.261, t = 1.273, p = .203), however the
path from ES to RC (β = 0.396, t = 2.132, p = .033) was significant. The path from ES to RC was
also significant for males (β = 0.372, t = 3.565, p < .001). The parametric test again showed that
there was not a significant difference between males and females. A summary of the multigroup
analysis results is shown in Table 15.
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Table 15
Multigroup Analysis - Gender

Path

Female

Male

Significant
Difference

β
t
p
β
t
p
ES -> LMX
0.74
10.61
.001
0.60
6.56
.001
No
ES -> TC
0.09
0.39
.696
0.36
1.87
.062
No
ES -> RC
0.40
2.13
.033
0.37
3.57
.001
No
ES -> OJC
0.32
1.64
.101
0.47
5.03
.001
No
ES -> CC
0.28
1.38
.167
0.39
3.44
.001
No
LMX -> TC
0.39
2.31
.021
-0.06
0.27
.785
No
LMX -> RC
0.20
1.32
.187
0.06
0.52
.601
No
LMX -> OJC
0.38
2.39
.017
-0.05
0.39
.699
Female stronger
LMX -> CC
0.41
2.56
.011
-0.13
0.96
.335
Female stronger
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting
Age - Multigroup Analysis. Multigroup analysis was performed again on the mediated
model, but between younger and older age groups. This helped understand any interactions
taking place along the paths caused by age groups. The hypothesis that older employees task
craft more than younger employees is not supported by the direct path analysis (H6a); however,
additional findings are gained by studying the interactions. MGA also tested if the positive
relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX is stronger among younger
employees than older employees (H7).
The path from ebullient supervision to task crafting was not significant for older
employees (β = -0.44, t = 1.08, p = 0.28), but it was for younger employees (β = 0.684, t = 5.675,
p < .001). A parametric test (Table 16) demonstrated a significant difference between younger
and older employees from ES to TC (β = 1.124, t = 2.065, p = .041). This shows that the positive
relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and task crafting is stronger among
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younger employees than older employees. This was not one of the hypotheses, but it is an
interesting finding. Additionally, the parametric test showed that the path from ES to OJC was
significantly different for younger and older employees (β = 0.592, t = 2.408, p = .018).
Specifically, the path from ebullient supervision to overall job crafting was not significant for
older employees (β = 0.072, t = 0.413, p = .680), but it was for younger employees (β = 0.664, t
= 5.849, p < .001). Although not hypothesized, this provides evidence that the positive
relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and overall job crafting is stronger
among younger employees than older employees.
Finally, there was no significant difference found between younger and older employees
in the path from ES to LMX (β = -0.177, t = 1.597, p = 0.113); therefore, Hypotheses 7 is not
supported. The positive relationship between perceptions of ebullient supervision and LMX is
not stronger among younger employees than older employees. See Table 17 for a summary of the
PLS-MGA output.
Table 16
Parametric Test for Differences between Younger and Older Employees
t
p value
β
(Younger vs Older|)
(Younger vs Older)
-0.18
1.60
.113
ES -> LMX
1.12
2.07
.041
ES -> TC
0.43
1.66
.099
ES -> RC
0.59
2.41
.018
ES -> OJC
0.40
1.35
.179
ES -> CC
-0.13
0.36
.722
LMX -> TC
0.07
0.36
.722
LMX -> RC
0.00
0.00
.999
LMX -> OJC
-0.05
0.15
.878
LMX -> CC
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting
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Table 17
Multigroup Analysis – Age Groups

Path

Younger

Older

Significant Difference

β
t
p
β
t
p
ES -> LMX
0.60
5.01
.001
0.74
13.21
.001
No
ES -> TC
0.68
5.68
.001
-0.44
1.08
.280
Younger stronger
ES -> RC
0.60
5.09
.001
0.17
0.89
.373
No
ES -> OJC
0.66
5.85
.001
0.07
0.41
.680
Younger stronger
ES -> CC
0.64
5.51
.001
0.24
1.13
.260
No
LMX -> TC
0.16
1.41
.160
0.29
1.07
.284
No
LMX -> RC
0.25
2.89
.004
0.17
1.16
.247
No
LMX -> OJC
0.17
1.74
.082
0.17
1.10
.273
No
LMX -> CC
0.08
0.71
.462
0.13
0.57
.568
No
Note. TC = Task crafting; RC = Role crafting; CC = Cognitive crafting; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; ES = Ebullient supervision; OJC = Overall job crafting
Summary of the Findings
Tables 18 summarizes the findings, path coefficients, and whether the hypotheses are
supported. Four of the sixteen individual hypotheses are supported in this study of the U.S.
aerospace industrial base employees, four more are partially supported depending on the model
used. As Chapter 5 explains, these results fill a critical gap in research and highlight the distinct
characteristics of this unique industry and its employees.
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Table 18
Summary of the Hypotheses Findings
Hypothesis
H1a: High-quality LMX is
positively related to task
crafting.
H1b: High-quality LMX is
positively related to relational
crafting.
H1c: High-quality LMX is
positively related to overall rolebased job crafting.
H2: Employee perceptions of
their leader’s ebullient
supervision are positively
related to employee perceptions
of higher-quality LMX
relationships with the leader.
H3a: Employee perceptions of
ebullient supervision are
positively related to task
crafting.
H3b: Employee perceptions of
ebullient supervision are
positively related to relational
crafting.
H3c: Employee perceptions of
ebullient supervision are
positively related to overall rolebased job crafting.

Path Coefficient

Supported

Alone: (β = 0.28, t = 3.65, p < .001)
With ES: (β = 0.07, t = 0.61, p = .544)

Partially

Alone: (β = 0.36, t = 5.93, p < .001)
With ES: (β= 0.11, t = 1.34, p = .180)

Partially

Alone: (β = 0.34, t = 4.57, p < .001)
With ES: (β = 0.08, t = 0.81, p = .419)

Partially

Mediated: (β = 0.65, t = 10.57, p < .001)

Yes

Mediated: (β = 0.30, t = 2.38, p = .020)
With Age Group: (β = -0.19, t = 1.56, p = .120)

Partially

Mediated: (β = 0.39, t = 4.24, p < .001)

Yes

Mediated: (β = 0.41, t = 3.91, p < .001)

Yes
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Table 18 (continued)
Summary of the Hypotheses Findings (Continued)

H4a: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive
relationship between employee perceptions of ebullient
supervision and task crafting.

(β = 0.05, t = 0.59, p = 0.558)

No

H4b: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive
relationship between employee perceptions of ebullient
supervision and relational crafting.

(β = 0.07, t = 1.26, p = .209)

No

H4c: High-quality LMX partially mediates the positive
relationship between employee perceptions of ebullient
supervision and overall role-based job crafting.

(β = 0.05, t = 0.77, p = .441)

No

H5a: Female employees task craft more than males.

(β = -0.13, t = 1.40, p = .161)

No

H5b: Female employees relational craft more than
males.

(β = 0.08, t = 1.00, p = .318)

No

H5c: Female employees overall role-based job craft
more than males.

(β = -0.04, t = 0.50, p = .621)

No

H6a: Older employees task craft more than younger
employees.

(β = -0.187, t = 1.56, p = .120)

No

H6b: Younger employees relational craft more than
older employees.
H7: The positive relationship between perceptions of
ebullient supervision and LMX is stronger among
younger employees than older employees.
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(β = -0.22, t = 2.64, p = .009)

(β = -0.18, t = 1.60, p = .113)

Yes

No

Post Hoc Analysis
An additional multigroup analysis was performed to understand the effects of company
type. The survey is at the individual-employee level of analysis, but the specific type of firm
could have impacted the results or lead to additional research. Respondents were currently
employed in aerospace industrial base-related industries belonging to one of three targeted
categories: government/military, support contractor to the government or military (i.e., FFRDC
or A&AS), or private industry. Government/military had the largest number of responses (60),
followed by private industry (43) and support contractor (21).
I wanted to understand any difference between the two largest unrelated groups:
government/military and private industry. Support contractors are not officially government or
military, but they usually work alongside the government in a supporting role. Support
contractors may have a unique identity of their own, but they can report to the same operational
team lead as government/military employees and share a similar organizational culture.
Additionally, due to support contractor’s low number of responses, MGA on the two larger
diverse groups is more beneficial for this study. Controlling for age, MGA parametric tests
confirmed that there was no significant difference between government/military responses and
private industry (Table 19).
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Table 19
Parametric Test - Check for Difference between Government/Military and Industry

ES -> LMX
ES -> TC
ES -> RC
ES -> OJC
ES -> CC
LMX -> TC
LMX -> RC
LMX -> OJC
LMX -> CC

β
-0.06
-0.42
0.28
-0.00
0.13
0.22
-0.15
-0.06
-0.20

t
(Gov/Mil vs Industry)
0.54
1.29
1.20
0.02
0.47
0.81
0.64
0.25
0.73

p value
(Gov/Mil vs Industry)
.590
.199
.233
.988
.643
.419
.526
.804
.467

Descriptive Analysis of Exploratory Job-Crafting Scenario Questions
Job crafting scenario questions were created for this study to help address the limitations
caused by single-source and common-method bias due to self-reported responses, which is
typical in job-crafting research. For the purposes of this dissertation, only the frequencies of the
responses were analyzed thus far to help influence future studies (see Tables 20 and 21).
Answer options to scenario questions were created to vary from no job crafting to
behaviors closer to job crafting and then fully job crafting for the task and relational job-crafting
behaviors. For example, for the task crafting questions, answer option a, to continue doing tasks
as assigned, would indicate no task crafting. Answer option d, start performing the task
differently without asking permission, is clearly task crafting. The other two answer options
show progressively increased task crafting with option b indicating discussing the task with peers
and option c asking the leader for permission to perform the task differently.
Asking a leader for permission to make changes to tasks or relationships is technically
not in the original role-based job crafting definition (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) or
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subsequent job-crafting research (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013;
Wrzesniewski et al., 2013) since it is not a self-initiated behavior of actually changing the job.
However, for every scenario question, the largest percentage of aerospace employees in HROs
consistently chose to ask permission before making any changes (Task A, 64.5%; Task B,
55.6%; Task C, 32.3%; Task D, 46.8%; Rel A, 33.9%; Rel B; 60.5%; Rel C, 50.8%). This may
show a willingness and desire to job craft, yet with resistance, due to the HRO culture or other
circumstances. In this type of organization, employees seem to want to job craft but feel the need
to first get permission. Implications from these exploratory scenario responses will be discussed
further in the next chapter.
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Table 20
Survey Frequencies – Task-Crafting Scenarios

Scenario

Answer Choices
a. Keep doing the task as
assigned and say nothing.

You are preparing a presentation b. Keep doing the task as
assigned and discuss it with
your team leader assigned. You
peers or friends.
have a better idea for presenting
Q1:
the data that differs from what
c. Ask the leader for permission
you were told to do. How would
to do the task differently.
you usually handle the situation?
d. Start performing the task
differently without asking.
Your leader asks you to review a
document and provide your
comments on a standard
spreadsheet your leader is using
to gather inputs. Unfortunately,
your comment does not fit
Q2: neatly into the categories on the
form, so you would like to add a
column on the spreadsheet or
somehow change the way you
present the information so it
makes more sense. Which are
you more likely to do?

a. Keep doing the task as
assigned and say nothing.
b. Keep doing the task as
assigned and discuss it with
peers or friends.
c. Ask the leader for permission
to do the task differently.
d. Start performing the task
differently without asking.
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Answer
Frequency

Percent

15

12.1

24

19.4

80

64.5

5

4

8

6.5

29

23.4

69

55.6

18

14.5

Table 20 (Continued)

Scenario

Answer Choices

a. Keep doing the task as
You find yourself stuck with a
assigned and say nothing.
specific ongoing menial task
b. Keep doing the task as
that you feel is beneath your
assigned and discuss it with
level of experience and
peers or friends.
Q3: education, like getting supplies
c. Ask the leader for permission
for the breakroom or regularly
proofreading and editing large
to do the task differently.
amounts of data. Which are you d. Start performing the task
more likely to do?
differently without asking.
a. Keep doing the task as
Your leader has tasked you
assigned and say nothing.
with calling into a reoccurring
b. Keep doing the task as
meeting and taking detailed
assigned and discuss it with
notes for the team. You soon
peers or friends.
Q4:
realize this is a low-priority
c. Ask the leader for permission
meeting and the team does not
to do the task differently.
usually read your notes. Which
d. Start performing the task
are you more likely to do?
differently without asking.

136

Answer
Frequency

Percent

48

38.7

23

18.5

40

32.3

13

10.5

34

27.4

21

16.9

58

46.8

11

8.9

Table 21
Survey Frequencies – Relational-Crafting Scenarios

Scenario

Your leader asks you to
review a contract deliverable
during a very busy work
Q1: week. This falls outside of
your specific area of
expertise. Which are you
more likely to do?

Another team within your
organization is working on a
project that is exactly in your
area of expertise, interests,
and experience, and you
would find working on the
Q2:
project more enjoyable than
your current work. The team
seems to be in need of help
but has not requested it.
Which are you more likely to
do?

Answer
Frequency

Percent

a. Do the task as assigned and try
to do your best.

15

12.1

b. Do the task as assigned with
minimal effort.

24

19.4

c. Ask your leader for permission
to do the task differently.

80

64.5

d. Try to persuade others to take
over the assignment or ask for
their help in areas you don’t
understand well.

5

4

a. Keep doing your own tasks as
assigned. Do not help the other
team and say nothing to your
leader.

8

6.5

b. Keep doing your own tasks as
assigned. Do not help the other
team but get advice from peers
or friends on your own team who
you already communicate with
regularly about ways you could
assist.

29

23.4

c. Ask your leader before initiating
any contact with the other team.

69

55.6

d. Contact the other team without
asking your leader and offer to
meet about the project.

18

14.5

Answer Choices
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Table 21 (Continued)

Scenario

You know a manager from
another team who is aware of
your talents and abilities. She
wants to set up informal,
friendly meetings to discuss
Q3: potential ways you may help
her team’s project, which may
lead to future opportunities for
you. This isn't technically in
your job description. Which are
you more likely to do?

Answer Choices
a. Keep doing your own tasks as
assigned. Do not help the other
team and say nothing to your
leader.
b. Keep doing your own tasks as
assigned. Do not help the other
team but get advice from peers
or friends on your own team
with whom you already
communicate regularly.
c. Ask your leader before
meeting with the other team’s
manager.
d. Agree to informally meet with
the other team’s manager
without asking your leader.
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Answer
Frequency Percent

48

38.7

23

18.5

40

32.3

13

10.5

CHAPTER 5 – CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings from Chapter 4. This final chapter begins
with an overview of the study, including a review of the dissertation’s primary purpose and
central research question. Next is a discussion of the results including tests of the hypotheses,
additional findings, and the scenario-based exploratory analysis. This is followed by a discussion
of managerial and theoretical implications. Finally, the chapter ends with study limitations and
recommendations for future research followed by a brief conclusion.
Overview of the Study
This study began with a goal to better understand how employees’ perceptions of their
leaders’ ebullient supervision and LMX-relationship quality affect their job-crafting behaviors in
the U.S. aerospace technical industrial base. As High Reliability Organizations (HROs), firms in
this industry have unique cultures and challenges. Mistakes can be catastrophic in these
organizations, so they must continually innovate despite a high reliance on strict processes and
procedures (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015). To do this, HRO leaders are dependent on specialized
experts with knowledge and training that are often outside of the leaders’ own experiences.
Leading employees within such organizations requires special considerations compared with
other types of firms (Department of Defense [DoD], 2020). Despite the critical importance of the
aerospace industrial base and its unique managerial requirements, little empirical research exists
to guide managers in evidence-based leadership practices. To help fill that void, this dissertation
examined how U.S. aerospace HRO managers can affect employee job crafting by improving
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employee perceptions of the leader’s fun supervision style and leaders’ relationship quality with
subordinates.
Job crafting is "the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or
relational boundaries of their work" (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179). It may be affected
by a number of factors including the relationship with the leader and the leader’s behavior.
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) measures the quality of the dyadic relationship between a
leader and subordinate and affects employee behaviors and performance, as well as their
organizations (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Ebullient supervision refers to a leader who “helps
create a work environment that is considered by a subordinate as a fun place to work” (Ford et
al., 2019).
The literature review revealed little empirical data exists on the U.S. aerospace technical
industrial base concerning ebullient supervision, LMX, and job crafting. The number of studies
on ebullient supervision is very limited since it is a newer construct and measure. Job crafting
and LMX are heavily researched constructs; however, the research that examined the
relationship between these concepts was conducted in industries very different from HROs.
Many studies took place in foreign countries. Despite this, the most relevant literature was used
to develop hypotheses about employee behavior in HROs while acknowledging the potential
cultural and behavioral differences between HRO employees and previously studied populations.
While this adds risk of not finding significant results, value is gained by understanding where the
results from this study of aerospace industrial base employees’ behavior differs from previous
studies in other contexts.
Four hypotheses related to the effects of ebullient supervision on job crafting were
supported. LMX, which is correlated with ebullient supervision, significantly predicted job
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crafting when ebullient supervision was not in the model, but became non-significant when
ebullient supervision was added to the model. The positive relationship between perceptions of
ebullient supervision and LMX was stronger among younger employees than older employees.
The mixed results highlight the importance of research focused on United States HROs.
Discussion of Results
The results of this study indicate that ebullient supervision has a strong significant direct
effect on overall role-based job crafting and on all job-crafting subcomponents (task, relational
and cognitive crafting) for employees in aerospace industrial base-related organizations. LMX
has significant direct effects on task, relational, and overall job crafting (but not cognitive
crafting) only when LMX was modeled without ebullient supervision. Modeled with ebullient
supervision, LMX’s relationships with the dependent variables were no longer statistically
significant and would not support my hypotheses that high-quality LMX is positively related to
task, relational and overall role-based job crafting; nor did it mediate the relationship between
ebullient supervision and job crafting as hypothesized. Ebullient supervision appears to be a
better predictor of job crafting than LMX within U.S. aerospace industrial based-related
organizations.
Contrary to hypotheses based on existing literature, females from the aerospace industry
did not job craft more than males for any form of job crafting. Also contrary to expectations,
older employees did not task craft more than younger employees. It was expected that older
workers would task craft more due to their higher levels of experience and greater confidence
that would come with their age and experience. However, the results, when significant, showed
age was negatively associated with task crafting. For example, when age was modeled as a
continuous variable, age was negatively associated with task crafting, showing that younger
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employees crafted more. When age was modeled as two groups of younger and older workers,
the effect was in the same direction of younger employees task crafting more, but the
relationship did not reach statistical significance in this model. Younger employees did relational
craft more than older employees as hypothesized, regardless of whether age was modeled as a
continuous variable or two groups of older and younger employees. Not hypothesized, but tested,
age did not moderate the relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX. Explanations for
these results will be discussed further below.
Relationship between LMX and Job Crafting. LMX was expected to be positively
related to task crafting, relational crafting, and overall role-based job crafting. All three direct
relationships were supported when analyzed alone, but not supported when analyzed with
ebullient supervision in the model. One reason may be the similarities between LMX and
ebullient supervision. While the constructs met the thresholds for discriminant validity, they are
correlated at 0.67, and a closer look at the items within each scale show areas where they could
be measuring related concepts (Table 22). These measurements are not exactly the same since
LMX is not observable like ebullient supervision; however, ebullient supervision behaviors may
be related to thoughts employees have when they read the LMX questions.
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Table 22
Comparing Measures – LMX and Ebullient Supervision
LMX Questions
Do you know where you stand with your
leader … do you usually know how satisfied
your leader is with what you do?

How well does your leader understand your
job problems and needs?

Ebullient Supervision Behaviors
1. Praises individual wins
2. Compliments employees in front of others
1. Will gladly take on routine task
responsibilities
2. Helps people feel enthusiastic about their
jobs

How well does your leader recognize your
potential?

1. Praises individual wins
2. Compliments employees in front of others

Regardless of how much formal authority
your leader has built into his/her position,
what are the chances that your leader would
use his/her power to help you solve problems
in your work?

Again, regardless of the amount of formal
authority your leader has, what are the
chances that he or she would “bail you out”
at his or her expense?

1. Will gladly take on routine task
responsibilities
2. Goes out of his/her way to brighten the day
at work

1. Will gladly take on routine task
responsibilities

Additionally, differing results between this study and existing LMX and job crafting
literature was not surprising because the existing literature may not pertain to this HRO sample’s
organizational culture. Its seems that LMX matters for employee behavior in HROs, but that
other factors may matter more in this industry than in others. Research on HROs shows how
decision-making is deferred to individuals with expert knowledge to deal with a specific
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problem, irrespective of their status within the organizational hierarchy (Díaz, 2018). This HRO
characteristic may suppress the significance of the relationship between employee and leader as
measured by LMX and its effects on job crafting. Highly skilled, expert employees may job craft
more (or job craft less) regardless of their perceived relationship with the leader. Additionally,
HROs pay extraordinary attention to work quality and reliability (Roberts, 1989). This demands
very complex processes, utilizes complicated technologies, and may involve difficult tasks to
mitigate potential failures (Enya et al., 2019). An HRO employee may be less likely to job craft
so they can adhere to these strict processes and procedures despite being in high-quality LMX
relationships with the leader. The relationship with a leader might have less influence on
employees who are focused on extremely important established guidelines at work. Failing to
find significant results in this case is not surprising or disappointing since it evidences the
potential impact of HRO organizational culture on LMX and job crafting. This shows that U.S.
aerospace industrial base-related employees may differ in relation to LMX impacts compared
with other types of employees. However, since LMX had a positive effect on job crafting in a
model without ebullient supervision, more research is required to understand the partial support
for the hypotheses that LMX quality would be positively related to job crafting.
Ebullient Supervision’s relationship to LMX. The results support that employee
perceptions of their leader’s ebullient supervision are positively related to employee perceptions
of higher-quality LMX relationships with the leader, as hypothesized. This shows that the
employee may like leaders who display transformational-like leadership characteristics by
creating a fun environment, as expected. These results provide further support that likability
created from ebullient supervision may correlate with high LMX (Brown & Keeping, 2005;
Dulebohn et al., 2016).
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Ebullient Supervision’s Relationship to Job Crafting. The direct analysis supported
the hypothesis that employees with ebullient supervisors are likely task crafting more. This
demonstrates that existing evidence for this relationship from studies conducted in other
organizational cultures may still apply to HROs. Ebullient supervisors who are perceived as
creating comfortable, supportive work environments (Bakker et al., 2020; Ford et al., 2019)
create an atmosphere that helps employees feel safe enough to express themselves and contribute
to the organization. This promotes task crafting (Lazazzara et al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019)
by building the employee confidence that they can change their job tasks as needed without
repercussions (Bruning & Campion, 2018). In tightly controlled environments like HROs,
employees may rely on managerial behavioral signals to understand how much freedom they
have in an organization. Playful, friendly environments may help signal that there is freedom to
task craft within certain constraints.
The analysis also supported the prediction that aerospace employees with ebullient
supervisors relational craft more because playful environments inspire employees to connect
with others (Bakker et al., 2020). Playful environments break down barriers between employees
and may inspire people to connect in ways other than what is outlined in processes or
procedures. Therefore, employee perceptions of ebullient supervision were positively related to
relational crafting as hypothesized.
Finally, aerospace employees with ebullient supervisors also cogitative crafted more,
which increased overall job crafting. Thus, employee perceptions of ebullient supervision were
positively related to overall role-based job crafting as hypothesized. HROs operate differently
than other organizations and are known to create particularly stressful environments while
operating in very unforgiving social and political contexts (Bourrier, 2011). Playful
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environments created by ebullient supervisors make stressful work activities more interesting
and meaningful (Bakker et al., 2020).
The results suggest that aerospace employees changed the way they perceived their job as
their leader helped make their workplace enjoyable. A typical day at an HRO can be very rigid
and demanding. An ebullient supervisor makes the job seem more interesting and provides
reasons to think of the job in ways that inspire purpose, meaning, and enthusiasm. This could be
from the supervisor’s simple but meaningful gestures of gratitude for contributing to national
security, which keeps the employee focused on the overall mission instead of the current pain. It
may take the form of well-timed humor during stressful moments or bringing in fun dinners
during particularly difficult events. This may recalibrate an employee’s mind as they associate
something positive with an otherwise negative situation. The employee will likely feed off of the
behaviors of an ebullient supervisor and therefore cognitively craft meaning and more
enthusiasm into their difficult, often tedious, job. Increased cognitive crafting contributes to
higher overall role-based job crafting.
LMX as a mediator. LMX was expected to mediate the relationship between employee
perceptions of ebullient supervision and task crafting, relational crafting, and overall role-based
job crafting. Despite the positive relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX, there was
no significant relationship between LMX and job crafting in models that included ebullient
supervision. Therefore, a mediated path could not be established from ebullient supervision,
through LMX, to job crafting.
One reason why ebullient supervision would be highly correlated with LMX, but
diminish the effects of LMX on job crafting, concerns how the variables are measured. LMX
measures perceptions about a relationship between employee and leader. However, prior
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research shows that employees and supervisors perceive relationships differently as the average
correlation in past research is only about .4 (Gerstner & Day, 1997). This may be because LMX
is not observable and it is not a behavior. Ebullient supervision does describe specific behaviors.
While perceptions of relationship quality would affect ratings of LMX with more error,
employees that can see observable behaviors may have more realistic ratings of ebullient
supervision, which might create stronger effects on employees’ job-crafting behaviors. Similarly,
because ebullient supervision refers to observable behaviors, there might be greater agreement
among subordinates, or between subordinates and the leader, about the leader’s ebullient
supervision than about the quality of the leader-subordinate relationship as measured by LMX.
More research is required to understand if less measurement error contributes to the stronger
findings for ebullient supervision.
Perhaps a more compelling argument is that supervisory behaviors characterized as
ebullient supervision may simply make aerospace HRO employees more comfortable job
crafting than do higher-quality LMX relationships in this type of organization. HROs are so rigid
and controlled, and the stakes are so high, that employees are uncomfortable “lightening up”
without permission or some kind of signal from leadership. An ebullient supervisor provides
reassurance through consistent observable mannerisms and behaviors that allows people to feel
safe and in a better mood to contribute in creative ways. Employees with an ebullient supervisor
get the reassurance they require, and immediate support, feedback, encouragement, and help they
need as they job craft while having more fun at work. Also, aerospace employees are usually
from specialized fields with diverse educational backgrounds, so they may not feel comfortable
developing close relationships with their leader. The leader may thus have little in common with
the employee, as is often seen in the aerospace industry. Many of the people drawn to work in
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highly technical aerospace industries have introverted personality types that make it difficult for
them to forming social bonds. This may create a barrier to forming relationships or lesson the
importance of these relationships to some workers. Additionally, the strict hierarchical,
bureaucratic structures often seen in HROs may contribute to the diminished importance of LMX
quality. Together, these reasons may help managers understand why LMX does not facilitate the
relationship between employee perceptions of ebullient supervision job crafting.
Effect of Gender on Job Crafting. Gender had no significant direct effects on jobcrafting behaviors. Females were expected to task, relational, and overall role-based job craft
more than males but this was not the case. However, an interesting finding revealed in the
multigroup analysis was that LMX affected cognitive crafting and overall role-based job crafting
for females more than males. LMX is about relationship quality and employees feeling as though
leadership has their back. It makes sense that when LMX is higher, then job crafting would be
higher; however, since this relationship was significant only for women in this study, and only
for certain types of job crafting, there may be something unique happening due to the industry
culture.
In a high-stress male-dominated organization, women might fear being punished for
innovations to the job more than men do when the relationship quality is lower. Lower LMX
means that the employee does not feel like they are a part of the leader’s “in-group.” Females
might gain the confidence to use new ways of doing the job when the relationship with their
leader is better. Women in the “in-group” might be more innovative when they have a supportive
leader relationship and think of new ways to do things that wouldn’t occur to them in a lesssupportive environment. In a less-supportive leader relationship, women might focus more on
doing the job in a way that avoids criticism, or they might ruminate about the poor relationship
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with the leader, and therefore fail to imagine creative new ways to do the job. In contrast, men
might care less about the quality of the LMX relationship, giving it less thought or focus. Thus,
their job crafting would not be as affected by LMX.
Although not hypothesized in this study, additional analysis indicated that the
relationship between LMX and cognitive crafting is stronger for females than males. This means
that LMX has a stronger effect on the degree to which females cognitive craft than the degree to
which males cognitive craft. When they perceive low-quality LMX, women tend to craft less
than they would with high LMX. Men would craft closer to their normal amount regardless of
whether LMX was low or high. Future research could experiment with different models that
study LMX and job crafting alone or with independent variables other than ebullient supervision,
since the mediated model in this study diminished LMX’s effects.
In contrast to the gender-based differences in the relationship between LMX and job
crafting, there were no significant differences between males and females in the relationships
between ebullient supervision and job crafting. Ebullient supervision was positively associated
with relationship crafting for women, but this was also the case for men. These results suggest
female aerospace employees may have more in common with their male counterparts than in
other industries in terms of how their leader’s ebullient supervision behavior affects them.
Highly specialized (often technical) skills of the average aerospace employee may create a
somewhat homogenous group that are less affected by traditional gender norms than occurs in
other careers. This may be attributed to the hiring practices of established firms that recruit and
attract highly skilled individuals that primarily fit into stereotypes for the industry, regardless of
gender. Doing so may diminish traditional gendered behavior responses in the aerospace
industry. Knowing this may help close some of the stereotypes contributing to the “STEM
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gender gap” that plagues this imbalanced industry (Kahn & Ginther, 2017). Instead, managers
and colleagues should understand that male and females in the aerospace industry have more
similarities than differences in their job-crafting responses to ebullient supervision.

Influence of Age on Job Crafting. Older employees did not task craft more than
younger employees, contrary to expectations. Where there were differences, they trended toward
younger employees job crafting more. Perhaps older aerospace employees are more established
in their tasks and therefore less willing to change the way they do the job. Their reluctance to
task craft may be partially due to their generational resistance to change and inflexibility
(Baroudi & Khapova, 2017). Older experienced employees are likely to have established
cognitive routines in their work and thus resist behavioral changes (Zacher et al., 2016). The
HRO culture with its rigid, often long-standing, processes and procedures accommodates older
employees’ reluctance to task craft. Additionally, older employees may have been in the HRO
culture longer where they would have been socialized to follow procedures exactly. Older
employees may also have greater respect for authority and different views on whether it is
appropriate for subordinates to challenge superiors or go against what they were asked to do.
Younger employees were found to relational craft much more than older employees as
hypothesized. Younger workers in aerospace industries may network to get to know people in a
new organization and exchange feedback more than their more-established older coworkers.
Younger workers also are more accustomed to technologies that enable social networking more
effectively than older counterparts. This has been shown in generational literature that suggests
younger employees who are new to the workforce may have difficulty fitting in the unique HRO
environment (Cantu et al., 2020; Krishen et al., 2016). These younger workers are expected to
need more help from others and more supervision. Such challenges fitting-in would drive
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relational-crafting behaviors. These relational-crafting activities are not as necessary for older,
more established, aerospace employees. Younger employees are also accustomed to instant
access to information online, which shapes their expectations of their job in ways that are
different from older peers and supervisors (Weber, 2017). Younger employees’ expectations of
transparency and their desire for instant gratification could result in relational crafting as they
seek to satisfy these needs. Finally, younger employees’ ambitions for career achievement and
need for job growth likely spur relational crafting and networking behaviors differently than in
seasoned professionals closer to the end of their careers.
Organizational tenure and education levels were potential confounding variables that
could have influenced job crafting, so they were tested as control variables in this study. Older
employees logically may have had opportunities for more education than younger ones. Also,
older employees were more likely to work at a job longer that younger employees. However,
neither tenure nor education levels showed significant effects on the dependent variables. Tenure
and education levels may still affect job crafting by how employees perceive LMX or ebullient
supervision. Extended exposure to the rigid processes and procedures of HROs may have an
effect on employee perceptions of fun or how they interpret and build relationships with the
leader. Additionally, education can have tremendous influence on how individuals process
information and interpret surroundings, which may also impact how they perceive fun. Education
may also influence the relationship with the supervisor in ways that affect job crafting. This
dissertation only studied the direct effects of tenure and education on job crafting, so more
research is required to understand if any complexities such as these exist.
Age as a moderator between ebullient supervision and LMX. I expected that the
relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX would be stronger among younger
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employees. Instead, both age groups had higher LMX when they perceived that they had an
ebullient leader. The relationship was actually stronger for older employees, but the difference
did not reach statistical significance. This trend was in the opposite direction of what I expected.
I expected ebullient supervision to matter more for relationship building with younger, less
experienced (and perhaps less confident) subordinates. To my surprise, I found that the
relationship between ebullient supervision and LMX was stronger for older employees but it was
not significantly different. Perhaps courtesies captured in the ebullient supervision measure
matter more for relationship building in older, more traditional employees. Both leader and older
employee are likely closer in age, so they will have additional common interests and life
experiences. There may also be mutual respect and trust built from years of proven competency.
This may have affected employee perceptions of what is fun and what builds strong
relationships.
Exploratory Job-Crafting Scenario Questions. Scenario questions were used to gather
information that could potentially address limitations of self-reported data collected on one
instrument for future research (Reeder & Turner, 2011). As an added benefit, some of the most
interesting results of this study came from analyzing answers to the scenario questions.
The scenario answers were structured so each response provided a different level of jobcrafting behavior. Analyzing these responses provided insight into employees’ levels of selfinitiated crafting behavior as the employee thinks about new ways to do the job and then
determines how far he or she should go to try to change aspects of their job. This insight on rolebased job crafting was previously unattainable without qualitative study (Bruning & Campion,
2018; Lazazzara et al., 2020).
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For every question, more respondents chose to ask a leader for permission to make
changes to tasks or relationships than any other answer. This imbalance was unexpected, but not
shocking given the organization culture of U.S. aerospace industrial base-related industries. It
shows that desire exists to make job-crafting changes, yet employees resist fully self-initiating
change, perhaps due to the HRO culture or other circumstances.
Asking permission is the least-risky way for employees in any industry to craft their job.
This may be especially true in an HRO that is highly risk-adverse. It still takes initiative to ask
the boss. If an employee makes an upgrade to their job, figures out a better way to do it and
doesn’t tell the boss, then there is no recognition for the innovation. The employee could also be
reprimanded if the change had an unforeseen downside.
One possible explanation for the frequency of the asking-permission response to the
scenario questions is that aerospace employees are so engrained in process and procedure that
they will not admit to self-initiating changes at work. Instead, the safest path forward is to ask
permission before making a change. Additionally, since many job crafting behaviors are initially
unnoticed or done subconsciously, actual job crafting behaviors may be hard to self-report (Loi
et al., 2020; Romeo et al., 2019).
Another reason may be attributed to survey administration. The answer that offered the
option to “ask the leader” was always option “c,” a common choice among respondents wanting
to finish a survey fast without paying much attention to what the questions ask. Scenario
questions are long and thought-provoking, as are the answers. The scenario appeared toward the
end of a long survey. Respondents might have chosen the most convenient answer they could
immediately justify. As an experimental addition to the main survey, the scenario questions
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provide fascinating results worthy of future research. However, any conclusions should be
tentative until this portion of the study is further examined in future research.
Managerial Implications
This study provides evidence for managers in aerospace industrial base-related
organizations to aid in leadership decisions. HROs are data-driven organizations reliant on
established processes and procedures that are resistant to chance without convincing evidence
(Cantu et al., 2020). This study suggests that there is value in understanding job crafting for
HROs by providing data-driven support for HRO managers. Aerospace managers must first
accept that all employees job craft to some degree regardless of established processes and
procedures. Therefore, managers must learn to lead in a manner that enables job crafting
behaviors that are useful for the organization. Given their reliance on expert employees, jobcrafting behaviors are crucial to enable continued success. Fortunately, the data provided in this
study supplies practical information which can guide manager as they seek to enable job crafting.
Three forms of job crafting were studied (task, relational, cognitive crafting) making the results
more relatable to management. There is value in understanding each type of job crafting
separately in addition to an overall role-based job-crafting level so managers can better
understand behaviors that affect each component of job crafting.
Ebullient supervision is an inexpensive, easy way for managers to directly affect job
crafting and create positive perceptions of leader-employee relationships. Ebullient supervision
not only crates an environment that attracts and retains a multigender workforce, but it is an
effective way to improve job crafting among younger employees while building stronger
relationships with all ages. It has minimal cost or schedule impacts. Perceptions of ebullient
supervision can simply be shaped by the leader’s behavior and positive attitude. Enthusiasm,
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cheerfulness, empathy, and pleasantness are all inexpensive behaviors leaders can attempt to
outwardly display to be perceived as an ebullient supervisor. This one variable had the strongest
impacts on the model. Building relationships with employees is important, and will naturally
occur, but leaders who are perceived as creating a fun environment can both improve LMX and
increase job crafting. Focusing on LMX relationships may not affect job crafting in this type of
organization compared to displaying ebullient supervision. Hiring managers should seek out
leaders displaying ebullient supervision traits in order to improve LMX relationships in the
workplace and support employee job crafting.
Leaders should acknowledge that gender may influence employee behaviors and
perceptions, then learn to manage effectively despite social norms and biases. Aerospace
industrial base-related industries have been heavily male-dominated for generations. Efforts to
advance women in STEM are improving gender equality the industry’s workforce, but men
continue to heavily control the industry. Managers must stay sensitive to what is perceived as a
“fun” environment in a male-dominated organizational culture. Aerospace managers should
understand that female employees seemed to task and relational craft as much as men; there is no
need to treat employees differently based on gender stereotypes in this regard. Female employees
may have a greater need to cognitive craft, however, given the environment. With this practical
information, leaders can create a more supportive environment that is welcoming for all
employees.
The results also suggest that leader-employee relationship building may be more
influential on job crafting with females than with males. Further evidence on the direct
relationship between LMX and job crafting in the U. S. aerospace industrial base is required to
understand its significance, but the results of this study show females tend to job craft more
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when they perceive high-quality LMX relationships with their leader. Building high-quality
professional leader-employee relationships may be a way to offset gender imbalances in an
industry traditionally known to cater towards males. In turn, a better work environment that
enables job crafting for females will help attract and maintain top talent in an increasingly
competitive environment.
An aerospace manager must understand how age impacts employee perceptions of
ebullient supervision, LMX, and job crafting. The manager may have to adjust their leadership
style towards employees or set expectations that take into account the typical needs of their
employee’s age group. Younger employees (under age 41 in this study) in this industry tend to
relational craft more than older employees. An ebullient supervisor can help increase younger
employees’ comfort with task crafting and overall job crafting. It might be more difficult to
increase job crafting among older aerospace employees. Ebullient supervisors can expect job
crafting to increase among younger employees when they try and create a fun environment. Both
age groups perceive that they have better relationships with leaders who are ebullient
supervisors.
Implications for Theory
The U.S. aerospace industrial-base related organizations and their employees are unique
and extremely underrepresented in literature as compared to their impacts on the nation and
society. These organizations should be studied to understand how employee behavior in HRO
cultures differs from the preponderance of managerial literature focused on employees in other
types of organizations. Existing theories and supporting evidence from other work cultures may
not be as relevant to HROs and the aerospace industry.
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Prior literature provided no targeted empirical evidence concerning actions U.S.
aerospace leaders can take to maximize employees’ positive job crafting behaviors. This study
contributes to, and expanded the boundaries of, existing knowledge on job crafting, HROs,
LMX, and ebullient supervision. This was accomplished by collecting an extremely rare and
specialized dataset from highly educated and skilled professional employees in a sector of the
economy that is crucial to nation security and economic prosperity. The sample was very wellbalanced for this type of industry with a mix of females and males of different ages.
Job crafting was shown to be an applicable theory in high-reliability environments by
specifically studying the aerospace workforce. Despite HROs’ extremely controlled routines and
well-established processes and procedures, job crafting will occur. This results from this study
support Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original theory that the job can be re-created (or
crafted) anytime by the employee, regardless of where they work, and expands the boundaries of
job-crafting theory into HRO organizational theory. This dissertation showed that HRO
aerospace leaders, who have a deference to subject-matter experts, may be relying on employee
job crafting to accomplish their mission whether the manager is aware or not.
This research also advances theory on role-based job crafting by providing results using
quantitative analysis. These measures have not been used as often in the existing literature due to
the earlier availability and popularity of the resource-based job-crafting measure (Bindl et al.,
2019). Attempts to develop comprehensive approaches to conceptualize and measure job crafting
that unify the role and resource perspectives have been limited by the lack of quantitative rolebased research (Lazazzara et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020). The quantitative research provided
here using a role-based approach will contribute to future efforts to combine the role and
resource-based perspectives.
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Another important contribution to job-crafting theory, this dissertation developed a novel
way to measure job-crafting tendencies using scenarios. Analysis of these scenarios discovered
that permission plays an important role in employees’ willingness to craft their job. This is
something that has not been explored much in the existing job-crafting literature. The
foundational research established in this study may help guide new research efforts using future
scenario-based questions to bridge gaps between the qualitative and quantitative studies on job
crafting.
The body of research on LMX and ebullient supervision was expanded by including an
otherwise under-researched organizational culture. Within U.S. aerospace industrial base-related
organizations, ebullient supervision is shown to have a significant effect on job crafting.
However, LMX does not have similar significant effects as it has in other industries according to
the results in this study. LMX was expected to influence job crafting, but this relationship had
only been examined in a small number of studies of non-U.S. workers (Babadağ, 2020; Li, 2015;
Loi et al., 2020; Radstaak & Hennes, 2017; Wang et al., 2020). This study provides evidence that
LMX may be affecting employees’ job crafting differently in U.S. HRO employees, at least
when ebullient supervision is also considered.
Finally, prior research offered conflicting information on the influence of gender and age
on job crafting and no information on the effects of age and gender pertaining to U.S. aerospace
industrial base-related organizations. The results from this dissertation provides evidence
concerning how gender and age influence and interact with ebullient supervision, LMX and rolebased job crafting.
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Study Limitations
There are limitations to the results of this study. Data were gathered at once from each
employee on a single survey instrument. This risks single-source and common-method bias
which is a known limitation in the job-crafting literature (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Ye et
al., 2017). Additionally, U.S. aerospace industrial base-related organizations are very difficult to
survey. Security controls are tight and employees are trained to be guarded in their responses
when questioned about their job. Respondents may not fully represent the industry since large
portions of the workforce will likely refuse to take surveys or acknowledge that they work in a
national defense-related industry. Those that do may fall into certain development programs or
may not accurately answer questions or represent all types of jobs within the industry.
Data were collected by a third-party survey center that distributed the survey. The
company is a well-known, reputable polling company with a high success rate; however, this
may add risk to the reliability of the data source and validity of the respondent data. The
company did demonstrate proficiency with their understanding of the targeted respondents. They
also evidenced that their network of polling vendors had outreach capabilities to the desired
population. However, there is always a risk when third-party vendors are used to gather data
despite safe-guards and verification checks.
Recommendations for Future Research
Job crafting remains a theory in need of extensive additional research. Defining and
measuring the construct is difficult given the multiple perspectives derived from role-base and
resource-based research streams. Efforts to integrate perspectives have fallen short given the
preponderance of qualitative resource-based literature. Additional research utilizing role-based
scales and new methodologies in multiple organizational cultures with various predictor
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variables is needed. The goal is to understand what job crafting is, what it is not, and how it
relates to other constructs so researchers and practitioners better understand what influences job
crafting and how it affects people and organizations.
Scenario questions should be developed to further understand job crafting in specific
organizational cultures. In this study, scenario questions provided additional insight that was
unattainable using established job-crafting scales. Scenarios like these may be useful for
triangulating with data provided using self-reported levels on existing job-crafting scales. This
study, for instance, used scenarios to discover that employees in U.S. aerospace industrial baserelated organizations are reluctant to job craft without first asking permission. Seeking
permission to job craft may be a form of self-initiated crafting behavior that falls outside of
established job crafting definitions. However, this may be a way that employees try to expand
their job roles or networks. Additionally, talking with peers about job crafting without actually
expanding one’s tasks or network (as in some of this study’s scenario answers) seems to be a
step toward collaborative job crafting. There is a nuance to job crafting where it can be done by
individuals, which is the focus of this paper, or collaboratively with peers (Leana, et al., 2009).
Understanding more about this could be a useful area for future research. Scenarios may be a
way to gain information to make better decisions about the impacts of job crafting on others or
the organization. Future research may expand the concept and definition of job crafting to
include showing initiative while asking permission and expanding established relationships
within existing work-related networks.
Early role-based job crafting studies were typically qualitative (Lazazzara et al., 2020).
These interview-styled studies helped researchers understand what made employees want to craft
their job and how they crafted. Scenarios may bridge some of the gap between qualitative
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analysis and quantitative scale-based research. While scenarios may not eliminate single-source
and common-method bias, this research approach can help mitigate some of the risks of surveybased research and add confidence to the conclusions while revealing additional insights. Future
studies should implement more scenario-based questions into the research. For example,
scenarios could be used as an alternative dependent variable of the degree to which an employee
would job craft. They could be used to measure job-crafting culture when there is agreement
among employees within a group or organization about what they would typically do in a given
scenario.
Future research should continue to gather data from U.S. aerospace industrial baserelated organizations and other HROs. The unique nature of their organizational culture creates
difficulties when applying management theories that have only been tested in other
environments. Additionally, practitioner recommendations gleaned from other organizational
cultures may not relate to HROs.
Researchers should gather more data on ebullient supervision to increase available
studies utilizing this new scale and test ebullient supervision and LMX in different model
structures on various dependent variables within HROs and other industries. For example, we
need to understand the nomological network of the new ebullient supervision construct. One
could explore ebullient supervision’s relationship to workplace incivility since employees
decrease work effort, time on the job, productivity, and performance based on levels of incivility
(Pearson & Porath, 2005). Researchers may also explore the relationship of ebullient supervision
to various forms of leadership because there is an overlap of liking among leadership constructs,
which could be influenced by the leader’s ebullient supervision (Judge & Piccolo, 2004;
Martinko et al., 2018). Ebullient supervision is such a new construct, valuable studies are almost
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limitless. Future researchers may want to prioritize gaining a better understanding of the link
between a fun work environment and ebullient supervision (Fluegge-Woolf, 2014), finding the
relationship between a humorous environment and ebullient supervision (Plester, 2009), or even
finding personality traits that are associated with being perceived as an ebullient supervisor.
Additional research may help understand if personality traits interact with perceptions of
ebullient supervision.
This dissertation suggested that ebullient supervision may have stronger effects on job
crafting than LMX in this HRO culture. Ebullient supervision measures specific behaviors
instead of perceptions of a dyadic relationship like LMX. This may be a contributing factor for
why ebullient supervision had a stronger effect on job crafting than LMX in this study. More
research is needed to understand if there is greater agreement among raters when measuring
ebullient supervision than LMX. Future studies can include multiple subordinate ratings of the
same supervisor and compare them with supervisor self-ratings. Less error in measurement using
a multi-rater approach could contribute to even stronger findings for ebullient supervision in
future studies.
Age had various effects on different models in this study. It also had conflicting results in
previous studies depending on variables in the studies and organizational culture. Further
research is required to understand the influence of age on ebullient supervision and impacts of
age in U.S. aerospace industrial based-related industries.
Finally, this research had three company types encompassing U.S. aerospace industrial
based-related organizations. A larger sample size in future studies could help understand any
difference among the groups. Employees from various industries within these HROs may have
slightly different organizational cultures.
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Conclusion
The U.S. aerospace technical industrial base and related High Reliability Organizations
have unique cultures and challenges which make them highly dependent on the job-crafting
behaviors of their expert employees. HRO managers may be able to efficiently affect employee
job crafting by improving employee perceptions of the leader’s fun supervision style and leaderemployee relationship quality. The results of this study indicate that ebullient supervision
appears to be a better predictor of job crafting than LMX, but both may increase employee task,
relational, cognitive, and overall job crafting.
Job crafting did not differ substantially by gender, although the relationship between
LMX and cognitive crafting was stronger for female employees. There was some evidence that
some types of job crafting were higher among younger employees. Additionally, ebullient
supervision had stronger effects on task and overall role-based job crafting for younger
employees. Together, the results show that subtle changes to the aerospace manager’s behavior
may have important effects on the job crafting behaviors of their employees.
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Appendix A
Full Survey
Informed Consent
This study is being conducted by a Doctoral candidate at Crummer Graduate School of
Business at Rollins College in Florida through Global Marketing Research Services, Inc.
(G.M.R.S), as part of the Executive Doctorate of Business Administration (EDBA) program. The
following survey examines supervisors’ and employees’ job-related behaviors. It should take less
than 10 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time.
Any questions you are able to complete may add value to this research. Your information will be
kept confidential. We will not share individually identifiable data outside of the research team at
G.M.R.S and Rollins College. All participants must be 18 years of age or older.

There are no known risks associated with participating in this research. Benefits of
participating in the research include contributing to management knowledge. Any questions
regarding this research may be addressed to Chris Stella, the Senior Project Manager at G.M.R.S.
and lead survey coordinator of this study at chris@polling.net, or Dr. John Houston, the Board
Chair of the Rollins College Institutional Review Board at 407-646-2099 or
jhouston@rollins.edu.

Yes, I agree to participate.
No, I do not want to participate.
I am currently employed in an aerospace-related organization (government, military, support
contractor, private industry).
Yes
No
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The position I currently work in is best described as:
Government/Military
Support contractor to the government or military (i.e., FFRDC or A&AS)
Private industry
None of the above
Instructions: The remainder of the survey deals with your current job position. Please answer
each question in the context of your current position.
Please indicate the extent to which you engage in the following behaviors using the following
scale: 1 = Hardly Ever, to 6 = Very Often. (Note: 'Very Often' means as often as possible in your
workplace)
1-Hardly
Ever
Introduce new approaches to improve your work
Change the scope or types of tasks that you
complete at work
Introduce new work tasks that you think better suit
your skills or interests
Choose to take on additional tasks at work
Give preference to work tasks that suit your skills
or interests
Think about how your job gives your life purpose
Remind yourself about the significance your work
has for the success of the organization
Remind yourself of the importance of your work for
the broader community
Think about the ways in which your work positively
impacts your life
Reflect on the role your job has for your overall
well-being
Make an effort to get to know people well at work
Organize or attend work-related social functions
Organize special events in the workplace (e.g.,
celebrating a co-worker's birthday)
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2

3

4

5

6- Very
Often

1-Hardly
Ever

2

3

4

5

6- Very
Often

Choose to mentor new employees (officially or
unofficially)
Make friends with people at work who have similar
skills or interests
Instructions: For the next several questions, the term 'leader' refers to the individual who is
responsible for managing your day-to-day tasks. Please answer each question in context of your
current position.

Fairly
Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often

Very
Often

Do you know where you stand with your
leader ... do you usually know how
satisfied your leader is with what you do?
Not a
Bit

A
Little

A Fair
Amount

Quite A A Great
Bit
Deal

How well does your leader understand your
job problems and needs?
Not at
All

A
Little Moderately Mostly Fully

How well does your leader recognize your
potential?
Very
None Small Moderate High High
Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has
built into his/her position, what are the chances that your
leader would use his/her power to help you solve
problems in your work?
Very
None Small Moderate High High
Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your
leader has, what are the chances that he/she would “bail
you out,” at his/her expense?
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree

Worse
Than
Average

Better Than
Average Average

Strongly
Agree

I have enough confidence in my leader that I
would defend and justify his/her decision if
he/she were not present to do so?

Extremely
Ineffective

Extremely
Effective

How would you characterize
your working relationship
with your leader?
Please indicate the extent to which your leader engages in the following behaviors using the
following scale: 1 = Never, to 7 = Always.
17Never 2
3
4
5
6 Always
Greets employees in passing
Goes out of his/her way to brighten the day at
work
Uses a cheerful tone when speaking with
subordinates
Attempts to make people laugh
Finds uses for appropriate humor at work
Will gladly take on routine task responsibilities
(e.g., schedules, meetings)
Helps people feel enthusiastic about their jobs
Tries to put people at ease
Smiles when someone enters his/her office for any
meeting or discussion
Lets people know that it’s OK to be playful at
work
Praises individual wins
Compliments employees in front of others
Finds reasons to celebrate (e.g., birthdays, group
or personal milestones)
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What is your gender?
Male
Female
Other or prefer not to answer
What is your age in years?
_____ Years
Instructions: For the next several questions, the term 'leader' refers to the individual who is
responsible for managing your day-to-day tasks. Please answer each question in context of your
current position.
You are preparing a presentation your team leader assigned. You have a better idea for
presenting the data that differs from what you were told to do. How would you usually handle
the situation?
Keep doing the task as assigned and say nothing.
Keep doing the task as assigned and discuss it with peers or friends.
Ask the leader for permission to do the task differently.
Start performing the task differently without asking.
Your leader asks you to review a document and provide your comments on a standard
spreadsheet your leader is using to gather inputs. Unfortunately, your comment does not fit
neatly into the categories on the form, so you would like to add a column on the spreadsheet or
somehow change the way you present the information so it makes more sense. Which are you
more likely to do?
Keep doing the task as assigned and say nothing.
Keep doing the task as assigned and discuss it with peers or friends.
Ask the leader for permission to do the task differently.
Start performing the task differently without asking.
You find yourself stuck with a specific ongoing menial task that you feel is beneath your level of
experience and education, like getting supplies for the breakroom or regularly proofreading and
editing large amounts of data. Which are you more likely to do?
Keep doing the task as assigned and say nothing.
Keep doing the task as assigned and discuss it with peers or friends.
Ask the leader for permission to do the task differently.
Start performing the task differently without asking.
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Your leader has tasked you with calling into a reoccurring meeting and taking detailed notes for
the team. You soon realize this is a low-priority meeting and the team does not usually read your
notes. Which are you more likely to do?
Keep doing the task as assigned and say nothing.
Keep doing the task as assigned and discuss it with peers or friends.
Ask the leader for permission to do the task differently.
Start performing the task differently without asking.
Your leader asks you to review a contract deliverable during a very busy work week. This falls
outside of your specific area of expertise. Which are you more likely to do?
Do the task as assigned and try to do your best.
Do the task as assigned with minimal effort.
Ask your leader for permission to do the task differently.
Try to persuade others to take over the assignment or ask for their help in areas you don’t
understand well.
Another team within your organization is working on a project that is exactly in your area of
expertise, interests and experience, and you would find working on the project more enjoyable
than your current work. The team seems to be in need of help but has not requested it. Which are
you more likely to do?
Keep doing your own tasks as assigned. Do not help the other team and say nothing to your
leader.
Keep doing your own tasks as assigned. Do not help the other team but get advice from peers
or friends on your own team who you already communicate with regularly about ways you could
assist.
Ask your leader before initiating any contact with the other team.
Contact the other team without asking your leader and offer to meet about the project.
You know a manager from another team who is aware of your talents and abilities. She wants to
set up informal, friendly meetings to discuss potential ways you may help her team’s project,
which may lead to future opportunities for you. This isn't technically in your job description.
Which are you more likely to do?
Keep doing your own tasks as assigned. Do not help the other team and say nothing to your
leader.
Keep doing your own tasks as assigned. Do not help the other team but get advice from peers
or friends on your own team with whom you already communicate regularly.
Ask your leader before meeting with the other team’s manager.
Agree to informally meet with the other team’s manager without asking your leader.
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How long have you worked for your company?
Years
How long have you been in your present job?
Years
How long have you worked for your current leader?
Years
What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have received?
Less than a Bachelor's degree
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
Doctorate (or Doctorate-level professional) degree
What is your ethnic background?
Of Hispanic or Latino origin
Not of Hispanic or Latino origin
I prefer not to say
What is your race?
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Asian
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White
Two or more races
Other/I prefer not to say
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